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ABSTRACT 
 
This study attempts to ascertain the economic impact of the process of homeland consolidation 
in four communities that became part of the Ciskei. It describes the process of homeland 
consolidation at Lloyd, Bergplaas, Balfour and Qanda, and seeks to understand the effects of 
homeland consolidation on the level of economic activity in these areas. ‘Homeland 
consolidation’ was the official term used to describe the policy developed by the central 
government of South Africa in the 1970s to reduce the number of separate, isolated pieces of 
land making up each of the Bantustans. It was part of the ultimately unsuccessful and suspect 
process of turning these areas into independent ‘national states’. The Apartheid government 
bought out selected white farms/properties/land like in Lloyd, Bergplaas, Balfour and Qanda, 
and consolidated them with the adjacent homeland territory. The result of this process made 
commercial farmland available to black people. In a very narrow sense, this particular aspect 
of homeland consolidation was an antecedent of land reform.  
Because homeland consolidation took place some time ago, discerning the economic effects 
relied above all on people’s recollections of their past experiences, which could only be 
quantified in a very limited manner. In other words, the data and analysis were largely 
although not exclusively qualitative. Household and life history interviews were conducted 
using semi-structured questionnaires, and then the data was analyzed using content analysis, 
descriptive statistics, the Chi-square test and the two-proportion z test. Through the process of 
homeland consolidation and forced removals, people ended up losing productive land and 
livestock because they were forced to sell their livestock at a loss and they had no land where 
they were moved to. People were stripped of their livelihoods, in addition to losing a place that 
they called home and the loss of employment. This study also looked at the changes in farming 
before and during the apartheid era, during the time when the Ciskeian government was in 
power and after 1994 till now.  And also looked at the broader perspective of what actually 
happened in the four sites from the life history interviews. 
Key words: Homeland consolidation, economic impact, forced removals, Apartheid  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Problem statement and background 
The Economic Development Research Group (1997) defines economic impacts as the 
“effects on the level of economic activity in a given area, they may be viewed in terms of 
business output (or sales volume), value added (or gross regional product), wealth 
(including property values), personal income (including wages), or jobs”. Any of these 
measures can be an indicator of improvement in the economic well-being of an area’s 
residents.  
‘Homeland consolidation’ was the process through which the Reserves were expanded, 
often to make space for black households who were being forcibly removed from ‘black 
spots’ elsewhere. In theory homeland consolidation was called for by the Tomlinson 
Commission, which was appointed by the South African government to study the economic 
viability of the Reserves (later ‘Bantustans’) into which the government intended to confine 
the black population. According to the Commission’s 1954 report, the Reserves were 
incapable of supporting South Africa’s black population without significant enlargement 
and state investment; therefore, homeland consolidation was a way of improving 
agricultural conditions in the Reserves. Thus while with the 1913 Natives Land Act 
apportioned 7% of the land to the Reserves, with homeland consolidation the collective 
size of the Bantustans eventually reached 13%. However, in practice the equally important 
rationale for homeland consolidation was the wish of the Apartheid government to resolve 
the ‘chess-board’ appearance of interspersed white and black land, which contradicted the 
policy of Separate Development (Platzky and Walker, 1985). 
Thus even while it involved enlarging the Bantustans, Bantustan consolidation played an 
important role in the process of dispossession. The ‘homelands’ consisted of broken tracks 
of land. The National Party (NP), which was the governing party in South Africa from 1948 
to 1994, tried to group these tracks together and then relocate people to where they were 
‘required’. Further forced removals and relocation took place when the Borders of 
Particular States Extension Act (1986) came into force, stipulating that land from ‘white’ 
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South Africa be added to the Bantustans. The redrawing of boundaries led to the forced 
removal of large numbers of people without consultation and often despite fierce resistance.  
Since coming into power in 1948, the National Party argued that the South African 
population was composed of ten different ‘nations’. The Bantu Homelands Citizenship Act 
of 1970 provided that Africans could no longer be South African citizens, but rather were 
citizens of their respective homelands, whether they were born there or not. The Bantu 
Homelands Constitution Act gave the National Party government the power to grant 
independence to any homeland. The Transkei became independent in 1976, 
Bophuthatswana in 1977, Venda in 1979, and Ciskei in 1981. 
According to Wotshela (2009), the process of homeland consolidation was an integral part 
of racial and territorial segregation whereby the Apartheid state bought out selected white 
farms and consolidated that particular land with the adjacent homeland territory. The result 
of this process made commercial farmland available to black people. Victoria East was 
significantly affected by homeland consolidation, for instance numbers of commercial 
farms in the Alice and Middledrift area became part of the Ciskei. 
While it would seem that this was done in a non-coordinated manner without attention to 
the land’s continued use in agriculture, the details are largely unknown. Therefore this study 
seeks to reconstruct a detailed economic history of the process of homeland consolidation 
at different sites. In doing so, the study teases out the economic impact of homeland 
consolidation, while also examining changes in black agriculture over the past 30 to 40 
years.  
Homeland consolidation is an antecedent for land reform which happened during the 
Apartheid era. Approximately 7 million hectares of land were made available to black 
people, a number that is about the same as the amount of land transferred through land 
reform over the years 1995-2015. By understanding the changes of agriculture over time 
due to this process, it will help in getting an understanding of the decline of agriculture and 
so as to get lessons for land reform. 
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1.2 Objectives 
The main objective of the study is to assess the economic impact of homeland consolidation 
on the households in selected communities of the Victoria East district of the former Ciskei. 
The specific objectives of the study are to: 
i. describe the process of homeland consolidation in Victoria East. 
ii. identify and understand changes in farming over the past 30 to 40 years, including on 
farmland previously owned by whites. 
iii. determine the effect that homeland consolidation had on the levels of economic activity 
of households that ended up on farmland previously owned by whites. 
 
1.3 Research questions 
The corresponding research questions are as follows: 
i. What was the process of homeland consolidation in Victoria East? 
ii. What were the changes in farming over the past 30 to 40 years, including on farmland 
previously owned by whites? 
iii. What effect did homeland consolidation have on the levels of economic activity of 
households that ended up on farmland previously owned by whites? 
 
1.4 Limitations of the study 
The information gathered and the time that was spent for this study was dependent on the 
availability and the willingness of the households/farmers in the selected study sites to 
participate in the interviews which were conducted. The study was specifically focused on 
four communities, that is, Lloyd, Balfour, Qanda and Bergplaas. The project was strictly 
concentrated on how the level of economic activity was impacted by homeland 
consolidation in these four areas. 
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1.5 Outline of the Dissertation 
 
Chapter one introduces the study, and presents the problem statement, research objectives, 
research questions and the limitations of the study. 
Chapter two offers a detailed review of relevant literature with specific reference to South 
Africa’s forced removals and their impact, and research methods used by other researchers 
relative to the researcher’s research project. 
Chapter three presents the methodology of the study where the researcher looks at the 
sampling plan, data collection and data analysis. 
Chapter four presents the research findings and chapter five offers the recommendations 
and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter reviews the literature on the impact of resettlement/removals in South Africa, and 
identifies the distinct categories of resettlement, that is squatter and tenant removals, black spot 
and homeland consolidation removals, urban removals and influx control removals. The 
chapter furthermore examines the literature which looks at the history of agriculture and how 
it has changed over time, and also the progress and challenges of land reform. Land 
dispossession was a key feature of racism under colonial rule and apartheid in South Africa. 
One resultant of the massive dispossession is the concentration of poverty in South Africa’s 
rural areas (Hall et al., 2003). According to the South African History Online (2013), even 
though Africans were more in numbers, they were confined to ownership of 7% of South 
Africa’s land; this was increased to 13.5% by the Native and Land Trust Act which was passed 
in 1936. This led the post-1994 government to take measures in order to give justice to those 
who were wrongly evicted and dispossessed from their homes and land, and to also ensure 
them tenure security through the policy of land reform, and through the formulation of other 
programmes such as cooperatives and agricultural credit.  
Having information on these issues could help in finding appropriate and effective ways to 
determine the impact of homeland consolidation on the level of economic activity on 
households in the Ciskei.  
2.2 Categories of removals/ resettlement 
 
Forced removals was the process whereby people were driven from their homes, loaded onto 
trucks and transported to relocation sites, their sites were numbered and expropriated, their 
houses were demolished by bulldozers and they were prevented from entering certain areas, all 
in terms of the law. Legislative sanction exists for every one of these procedures (Platzky and 
Walker, 1985). 
Forced removals in South Africa were carried out by the white government, especially in the 
late 1950s and 1960s, with the support of the white churches (particularly white Afrikaans 
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churches), underpinned by a series of laws which entrenched racial segregation and inequality 
and which led to millions of black people being forced to leave their ancestral land and white 
cities to live in barren and overcrowded places which were the townships or they were either 
dumped in the Reserves. The policy of forced removals, led to an exodus of black people going 
to settle in neighbouring countries, either to join the armed struggle or further their studies 
abroad. Those who remained in the country were forced to resist the policy either through 
violent protest or peaceful resistance (Kgatla, 2013). 
 
Figure 2.1: The process of forced removals 
Source: Author’s own creation  
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2.2.1 Squatter and tenant removals 
The word ‘squatter’ is commonly used to denote a person living on someone else’s property. 
For the present study the word refers to black African’s residing on white-owned farms 
(Surplus People Project, 1983).  
According to Platzky and Walker (1985), some squatters constituted a kind of subsistence 
peasantry. These were the ones who worked on the farms of white landowners who preferred 
‘kaffir-farming’ or black labourers to other forms of agriculture. On some farms they amounted 
to only a few families. The rental for them was small, and for some mere relationship tied to a 
settled farm worker could have been enough to gain the consent of the farmer. On other farms, 
especially those within commuting distance of a significant source of employment, squatters 
settled more densely and rentals became more of a factor (Surplus People Project, 1983).  
The 1954 Amendment to the Native Trust and Land Act enabled the State to put into effect 
Chapter IV of this Act relating to the occupation of land by squatters. This chapter made it 
compulsory for certain squatters to be registered, in particular those who had occupied the land 
from no later than 1936; any squatting that commenced after 1936 was considered illegal, and 
the people involved fell under threat of immediate eviction (South African History Online, 
2011). 
According to the Surplus People Project (SPP) Reports (Surplus People Project, 1983), the 
Amendment threatened squatters in other ways, too. It simplified the eviction procedure. It also 
required the landowners to pay an annual license fee for each registered squatter, and the fee 
increased with time. This measure was obviously made to discourage legal squatting as well. 
The motivation behind these early moves against squatting varied according to the type of 
squatter. According to Moolan (1977), the independent squatter peasantry was seen as a waste 
of labour. Because this type of squatting clashed with the labour needs of white farmers, the 
representatives of organised agriculture called for its termination. They saw clearly that the 
elimination of this independent peasantry which existed in the midst of modern agriculture 
would have the effect of pushing more people into wage labour on the white farms.  
In the case of the squatter workers, the State’s opposition was based primarily on political 
grounds. These squatters avoided both the urban and the Bantustan systems of control, and 
those squatters on the periphery of cities in effect escaped the controls over the influx of 
Africans into the urban areas. They posed a threat at least for the future because the chance of 
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a phenomenal increase in these squatters was very real (Kgatla, 2013). The prospect of large 
African concentrations that were uncontrolled contradicted the strategy of containing the 
struggles in South Africa and the State could not tolerate that. 
2.2.2 Black spot and homeland consolidation removals 
These two categories were treated together because it has not always been possible to establish 
whether the communities under threat of removal hold land in freehold (black spots) or on 
communal tenure (in which case it will be homeland consolidation). Some areas were definitely 
in the first group, others in the second. In the context of the Ciskei, at any rate, both categories 
were being moved for the same reason: they were strangely situated Bantu areas (Surplus 
People Project, 1983). The reason why this was such a crime is not entirely clear. It has been 
suggested that this type of relocation had more political overtones than other categories of 
removal. 
The chess-board appearance of interspersed white and black land was in contradiction to some 
aspects of the policy of Separate Development and it was important for the credibility of the 
policy – both for the white electorate and the blacks committed to the Bantustans – that an 
attempt at creating consolidated land units was seen to be made (Platzky and Walker, 1985). A 
consolidated territory was definitely preferable from the administrative, political and economic 
points of view. 
According to Paton (2009), “a ‘Blackspot’ was an area of land in which blacks lived in freehold 
in what the National Government regarded as white South Africa.  The Blackspots were bought 
legally by blacks, either as individuals or as groups, before Apartheid legislation made it illegal 
to do so, and many had been bought as far back as before the Union Government of South 
Africa in 1910”. 
Homeland consolidation was “the official term used to describe the policy developed by the 
central government in the 1970s to reduce the number of separate, isolated pieces of land 
making up each of the Bantustans, it is part of the process of turning these areas in to 
independent ‘national states” (Wothsela, 2009). 
According to the SPP Reports (Surplus People Project, 1983), the attitude of capitalist 
agriculture to consolidation was somewhat unclear. In the past, black spots were definitely 
convenient and were important labour pools for the farms in the area. However, the settled farm 
population provided an ample supply of regular labour because the population of workers on 
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these farms grew, even while the agricultural labour requirements had declined due to 
mechanisation. Black spots seemed to be quite unimportant even as sources of casual labour, 
because the bulk of this was also drawn from the settled farm population. The labour bureaux 
system enabled those farmers who still needed occasionally to recruit from elsewhere to do so 
quite effectively from the Homelands.  
While the idea of homeland consolidation was often enough of a qualification for an African 
to be resettled to a black area, in itself it did not explain why the State changed the boundaries 
of these black areas. However, it is important to note that the redundancy of a community 
served to stop any opposition from local employers when it came to removals. White 
agriculture benefited as a whole when this contact was reduced – which is what happened when 
the Bantustans and the surrounding white areas were consolidated. The South African National 
Agricultural Union accepted it fully (Platzky and Walker, 1985). 
On the other hand, some white farmers vociferously opposed consolidation when they had to 
give up their own land to be incorporated into a Bantustan. It was for this simple reason rather 
than any concern for labour supplies that certain elements within agriculture, notably the 
National Agricultural Union, still fought consolidation. 
The SPP Reports (Surplus People Project, 1983) indicated that subsistence agriculture occurred 
in all ‘badly situated’ black areas, but its contribution to family income varied considerably. 
Some communities were virtually self-sufficient in terms of food production and even grew 
some cash crops. Migrant remittances then became strictly supplementary. In other areas, and 
especially where landowners leased on a large scale, the level of agriculture was inadequate. 
In these circumstances outside employment was important, whether on nearby farms or in 
distant cities.  
2.2.3 Urban removals 
The State policy of urban relocation was officially introduced in the late 1960s in terms of a 
General Circular (No 27 of 1967) issued by the then Department of Bantu Administration and 
Development. Before local municipalities (and later, administration boards) in white urban 
areas were allowed to embark on new housing schemes for African township residents, they 
were required to have the permission of the Department. As Smit and Booysen (1983) note: 
The Department had to be satisfied that  
1) Such new developments (particularly family housing) were imperative and that 
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2) It was not possible to provide such accommodation in an adjacent black homeland. 
 
The emphasis on the construction of African housing was to be in the Bantustans. The policy 
emphasized that where the towns were situated in the vicinity of a Bantustan, its African 
workers must be resettled in that Bantustan with their families, and where this was not possible, 
the families should be housed in the Bantustans and the workers accommodated in hostels in 
the white towns. Thus, in terms of the urban relocation policy, urban townships were being 
established, with their residents being relocated to towns in the Bantustans established and 
developed to allow for relocation. Urban relocation was also taken in the form of the 
incorporation of townships into Bantustans through the redrawing of the Bantustan border 
(Surplus People Project Reports, 1983). 
It would appear that black urban residents were relocated to each and every Bantustan. Based 
on the size of the respective black urban populations, it seemed that KwaZulu, 
Bophuthatswana, Ciskei and Lebowa, in that order, were the recipients of the greatest number 
of people under the policy.  
2.2.4 Influx control removals 
This category of relocation had to do with the removal of African people from what were 
referred to as ‘prescribed areas’; that is, urban areas in white South Africa where influx control 
legislation was applicable (Surplus People Project Reports, 1983). 
Most of the removals concerned Africans who were illegally in prescribed areas. To reside in 
an urban area lawfully, an African required one of the Section 10 qualifications, namely: 
1) Continuous residence since birth in the area 
2) Either a continuous 10-year period in one job or a continuous 16-year period of lawful 
residence in the area 
3) Being a dependant of those with qualifications although you lack those qualifications 
yourself, provided your entry into the area was permitted by a labour officer 
4) Being authorised by a labour officer. 
2.3 The impacts of apartheid South Africa 
One result of the massive dispossession is the concentration of poverty in South Africa’s rural 
areas (Hall et al., 2003). It also included the loss of productive land and loss of stock because 
people were forced to sell their livestock at a loss, for instance because the land to which they 
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were relocated could not accommodate the stock (Abel, 2015). People were stripped of their 
livelihoods, in addition to losing a place that they called home and the loss of employment. But 
the economic impact of these forced removals has been under-researched.  
 
South African agriculture was far different from what it is today. Black African farmers were 
predominant producers in the agricultural industry during the 1900s (South African History 
Online, 2013). When the white farmers moved in, and it gave birth to a competition between 
black African farmers and white farmers (whom had tough times to produce crops due to labour 
shortages). This competition was resolved with an intervention by the colonial government in 
favour of large settler farmers; as mentioned above, laws were enacted to prohibit black farmers 
from acquiring land anywhere outside boundaries stipulated by the acts, compelling many 
black people to work for white farmers (Pienaar and Von Fintel, 2013). 
Post-apartheid policies were established later to overthrow the previous biased acts and policies 
of the colonial and Apartheid governments, included land reform programmes initiated by the 
new government with an intent to redistribute agricultural land to previously disadvantaged 
farmers, and to improve production capacity. 
2.4 Changes in homeland agriculture over the 20th century 
According to Pienaar and Von Fintel (2013), during the 19th century, black African farmers 
kept large herds of livestock and were the primary producers of staple grains and in doing so, 
they used their indigenous farming methods. The ‘original’ method of farming used by African 
farmers, which developed through the interaction of social and environmental systems is 
referred to as ‘traditional agriculture’, which made intensive use of local knowledge and natural 
resources (Nontsi, 2012). Traditional farmers focus on methods that maintain soil fertility, 
prevent the loss of topsoil, hold water in the soil and produce stable harvests (Edward, 1990). 
According to the United Nations University (1995), a traditional farming system involves low-
input and low-output systems, such as shifting cultivation, nomadic herding and related bush 
fallow systems.  
Traditional practices also involve the opting out of chemically-intensive, high-external-input 
systems, in favour of lower external input systems which rather depend on the symbiotic 
partnerships with soils and other natural systems. Metelerkamp (2011) further explains the 
concept of a traditional farming system as an extensive farming system involving the harvesting 
of minor forest products, shifting cultivation and related bush fallow systems, or nomadic 
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herding. These systems are subsistence, resource-based, and rely primarily on family labour 
input. The InterAcademy Council Report (2004) argued that in the humid tropics of Africa, 
traditional systems are based on shifting cultivation and bush fallow rotation, on extractive use 
of native forest, or on traditional agro-forestry systems. Shifting cultivation is practiced 
primarily on low-fertility acid soils for growing a mixture of crops involving root crops, and 
bananas, upland rice, and beans.  
Because these systems are based on little or no external inputs and are practiced on infertile 
soils, they are usually inefficient and less productive. According to UNU (1995), such systems 
normally have the following characteristics:   
 Highly complex and diverse, involving simultaneous growing of about 12 crops on the 
same field because mixed cropping is mainly the general rule here,  
 Resource-based and labour-intensive, with minimal dependence on purchased inputs. 
Restoration of soil fertility is based on lengthy fallows. The duration of cropping fallow 
depends on climate, vegetation, soil type, and demographic pressure: and  
 Small farms of 1 to 2 ha that can be managed by manual operations performed by the 
farm family.  
By 1860 more than 80% of the nearly half a million hectares of white-owned land was farmed 
by the African farmers (Pienaar and Von Fintel, 2014). This was mostly a result of settler 
farmers struggling to compete with African farmers because of labour shortages. White 
landowners depended heavily on payments from successful black tenant farmers for income. 
Bundy (1979) added that  black farmers were self‐ sufficient, with successful cultivating crops 
that even generated ‘export’ revenue to the Cape Colony.  
The ultimate inability of white farmers to compete with black farmers resulted in the large 
settler farmers persuading the colonial government of the time to intervene on their behalf. 
According to Pienaar and Von Fintel (2013) the competition between black and white farmers 
was resolved with an intervention by the colonial government in favour of large settler farmers, 
laws were introduced to prohibit black farmers from acquiring land anywhere outside 
boundaries stipulated by the acts, making many black people to work for white farmers. Pienaar 
and Von Fintel (2014) reported that the 1911 census indicated that the homeland areas were 
densely populated regions where black African farmers were concentrated because of the 
introduction of restraints on land ownership. The whole process led to the struggle of many 
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black farmers and a decline in farming as well, this is still apparent in the former homelands of 
South Africa accompanied by poverty and food insecurity.  
In the absence of sufficient formal‐sector jobs, small‐scale agriculture farming is a normal way 
of food provision in many African countries. In South Africa, despite severe unemployment, 
this option does not appear to exist or to have been taken up to the same extent that it apparently 
did a hundred years ago, before the restrictive land and other policies were introduced. 
Groenewald & Nieuwoudt (2003) reported that the post-apartheid policy changes in the 
agricultural sector included the deregulation of the marketing system, land reform, trade reform 
and new labour legislation to help black farmers in South Africa.  
2.5 Post-apartheid policies 
Land dispossession was a key feature of racism under colonial rule and Apartheid in South 
Africa. More than 3.5 million people were forcibly removed in the period 1960 to 1983 alone, 
through homeland consolidation, removals from ‘black spots’ and the Group Areas Act. 
According to the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform (2014) some precaution 
measures have been taken by the government to give justice to those who were wrongly evicted 
from their homes and to also ensure them tenure security through the policy of land reform, 
through the formulation of cooperatives and through loans and credit facilities. 
2.5.1 Land reform (tenure reform, land restitution and redistribution)  
Martin et al. (1999) argued that, “land tenure may be defined as the terms and conditions on 
which land is held, used and transacted. According to Makhodo (2012) land tenure reform 
refers to a planned change in the terms and conditions (e.g. the adjustment of the terms of 
contracts between land owners and tenants, or the conversion of more informal tenancy into 
formal property rights). A fundamental goal is to enhance and to secure people’s land rights”. 
FAO (2002) noted that, the access to land can be provided systematically through land reform 
interventions by national governments, often as a result of policies to correct historic injustices 
and to distribute land more equitably land reform comprises laws with the main goal of 
reducing poverty by substantially increasing the proportion of farmland controlled by the poor, 
and thereby their income, power or status (Lipton, 2009). Such land reforms usually occur in 
situations where much of the land is owned by a relatively small number of land owners and 
the land is idle or under-utilized. In some countries, land restitution has been an important type 
of land reform. According to Hagos (2012), customary tenure reforms and tenure security in 
various countries have attempted to strengthen and formalize customary land rights by 
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registering customary land rights and providing customary tenure certificates to communities, 
clans or kinship groups. Formal recognition of customary land rights may also serve to 
strengthen tenure security where such customary rights are threatened for various reasons, e.g., 
where certain minority groups’ rights are not recognized by more powerful groups that aim to 
expand their own land rights (Martin et.al.,1999).  
Land tenure reform: 
Land tenure reform is the law that was introduced after 1994 to give people security of tenure, 
over houses and land where they work and stay. According to Rugege (2004) tenure reform is 
intended to provide security of tenure for those living for a long time on land owned by others 
without any secure land rights. The target persons include farm workers, labour tenants, as well 
as sharecroppers. Land tenure reform also aims at protecting people living on communal land 
without secure land rights.  
Land restitution: 
According to Amankwah and Mvunga (1982), land restitution aims to restore land and provide 
financial compensation for people dispossessed of their land. A programme of consolidation 
aims at the creation of continuous regular plots in areas where excessive fragmentation 
currently tends to inhibit efficacious use of land. A corollary of land consolidation is acreage 
limitation. This entails that no individual should be allowed to hold an excessive estate while 
some of his fellow citizens are without land. 
Land redistribution: 
Other land reform interventions include land redistribution programmes which aim at 
providing the rural poor with access to land and promoting efficiency and investment in 
agriculture. These programmes are often, but not always, accompanied by provision of 
subsidized agricultural services such as extension and credit. In some cases, the state has 
provided access to idle or under-utilized public land but most often private land holdings have 
been the source of land for resettlement purposes (FAO, 2002). 
2.5.2 Co-operatives 
FAO (2012) stated that, “a co-operative is an autonomous association of women and men, who 
unite voluntarily to meet their common economic, social and cultural needs and aspirations 
through a jointly owned and democratically controlled enterprise”. Co-operatives facilitate in 
supporting smallholder producers in acquiring. According to Mayson (2002) poor individuals 
are unlikely to afford agricultural land of any substantial amount and group acquisition is the 
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most common way through which land is acquired. Therefore in order for people to gain access 
to land they have to join together, that is form co-operatives to acquire land. 
2.6 Research methods used by other researchers relative to my research project 
The process of homeland consolidation is one of the antecedents of land reform which took 
place during the Apartheid era and consolidation greatly increased the need for removals, 
people were either physically moved or else boundaries were redrawn to incorporate a piece of 
land into the homeland, or to take it away. Therefore to reconstruct a research methodology for 
this research, the researcher is going to refer to the types of research conducted about the policy 
land reform.  
Madletyana (2011) has employed a case study approach as a methodology. And the study is 
trying to understand a certain phenomena in a particular context, and a case study approach is 
viewed as an appropriate tool to achieve this. The case study approach has enabled this paper 
to explore the implementation and performance of Land Reform and Agricultural Development 
in depth within a specific context. Madletyana (2011) also used semi-structured interviews as 
a major data collection instrument for the study. Interviews allow people to convey to others a 
situation from their own perspective and in their own words. 
Hall et al., (2003) used a variety of methods to work around their problem, including 
triangulation with provincial project lists backed up by interviews with implementers in 
government and non-governmental organizations. The limitations of existing official data are 
a factor affecting all areas of land reform and constitute a major finding of their study. For 
Bhatta (2010) based on the time available (three weeks for data collection) nature of research 
(more qualitative) and the type of evidence to be collected, (Bhatta, 2010) chose the case study 
approach. And the research is further supported by desk research. 
2.7 Chapter summary  
In South Africa during the apartheid era, all political rights were restricted towards black South 
Africans. Black people who resided in non-black areas like the reserves were relocated. Forced 
removals in South Africa were carried out by the white government, especially in the late 1950s 
and 1960s, with the support of the white churches (particularly white Afrikaans churches), 
underpinned by a series of laws which entrenched racial segregation and inequality and which 
led to millions of black people being forced to leave their ancestral land and white cities to live 
in barren and overcrowded places which were the townships or they were either dumped in the 
Reserves.  
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Apartheid in South Africa caused racial segregation and unequal distribution of land between 
black and white people and hence different methods of farming. The original method of 
farming that developed through the interaction of social and environmental systems is regarded 
to as traditional agriculture; this method involves the intensive use of local knowledge and 
natural resources, due to changes in time and advances in technologies modernization of 
agriculture occurred and some rural farmers use modernization agriculture method as a method 
of production. 
As a result of forced removals and unequal distribution of land between black and white people, 
some precaution measures have been taken by the government to give justice to those who 
were wrongly evicted from their homes and to also ensure them tenure security through the 
policy of land reform, through the formulation of cooperatives and through loans and credit 
facilities. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Introduction 
Methodology is the systematic, theoretical analysis of the methods applied to a field of study. 
It comprises the theoretical analysis of the body of methods and principles associated with a 
branch of knowledge. On another level of discussion, the terms refer to research methods, that 
is, the way in which data are collected and analysed, and the type of generalizations and 
representations derived from the data (Ledy and Ormrod, 2010).  
3.2 Description of the study area 
The study area comprises of four sites in Ciskei’s Victoria East, namely, the communities of 
Bergplaas, ‘Lloyd’ (named after the farmer who previously farmed there), Balfour, and Qanda.  
Wotshela (2009) explains that the Ciskei was the term used from the mid-nineteenth century 
to refer to the conquered but partly African-occupied areas on the western side of the Kei River. 
SPP Reports (1983) added that Ciskei can be divided into three parts:  
 
 The districts of Stockenstrom, Victoria East and Keiskammahoek which lie at the foot 
of the Amatola chain and thus in the fertile basin watered by the sources of the Kat, 
Tyhume, Keiskamma and Buffalo rivers. The bulk of the precolonial Ciskeian 
population lived in this area. Apart from those people who have been relocated to make 
way for the irrigation schemes, there is only one resettlement site in this district, 
Elukhanyweni, where most of the Humansdorp people have been moved. 
 Hewu, north of the Winterberg/Katberg/Amatola chain of mountains and south-west of 
Queenstown. Sheep farming brought prosperity in Queenstown district, but the course 
of this has never been practicable in the Bantustan situation, much less in closer 
settlements. Sada, Thornhill, Oxton and Zwelidinga, the most desolate and hopeless of 
the Ciskeian resettlements, are located in this area.  Several other sites have also been 
or are being developed there. 
 The greater part of the Ciskei, Alice south to Peddie, Zwelitsha. The large population 
attracted by the industrial cities of King William’s Town and East London has now 
been supplemented by the resettlement camps at Glenmore, Kammaskraal, Dimbaza, 
Madakeni, Athile, Phakamisa, Ndevana, Tswele Tswele(Qura), Welcomewood, 
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Chalumna, Potsdam and Gobityolo, which already house close on 200000 and are 
scheduled to accommodate many more.  
 
Figure 3.1: Topographic map of the Ciskei 
Source:https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/6/6b/Topographic_map_of_the_Ciskei.svg/200
0px-Topographic_map_of_the_Ciskei.svg.png  
 
As mentioned above the study took place in four sites around Victoria East, which is one of the 
districts making up the Ciskei. (The name ‘Victoria East’ originally referred to a town named 
after Queen Victoria, later renamed ‘Alice’, after Queen Victoria’s daughter. The sites chosen 
around Victoria East included Bergplaas, Lloyd, Balfour and Qanda.  
3.2.1 Bregplaas 
The community of Bergplaas lies to the east of Alice, along the road leading to Hogsback, on 
what had been the farm of the same name with 102 households. 
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Figure 3.2: Topographic map of Bergplaas 
Source: Google maps  
3.2.2 Lloyd 
To the west of Alice is a community known as ‘Lloyd’ with 202 households, which is named 
after the farmer who formerly farmed there.  
 
Figure 3.3: Topographic map of Lloyd 
Source: Google maps  
 
3.2.3 Balfour 
Balfour lies at the foot of the Katberg, which also lies to the east of Alice, along the road ahead 
of Fort Beaufort and has 300 households.  
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Figure 3.4: Topographic map of Balfour 
Source: Google maps  
3.2.4 Qanda 
And to the east of Alice, to the road leading to Debe is the community of Qanda shown as Qolo 
on the maps, a small community next to a railroad siding nearby to Ntwanambi Tonis, British 
Ridge and Pewuleni Mission. Qanda has 137 households.  
 
Figure 3.5: Topographic map of Qanda 
Source: Google maps  
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3.3 Research activities 
There were three main fieldwork activities:  
 Firstly, key informant interviews were conducted, with the committee leaders in the 
areas. 
 Then, a household survey of 100 households was conducted, 25 from each area, using 
the availability sampling method.  
 Third, life-history interviews were conducted with approximately 41 people (10 with 
black individuals in each site, and 1 with the previous white family who agreed to be 
interviewed); and  
 Fourthly, focus group discussions, one in each area.  
 
At each of the sites, before embarking on interviews the researcher consulted with a single 
member to get a general orientation to the community. (At three of the four sites, this initial 
community member contact was recommended to the research in advance by a third party.) 
The researcher would then interview that particular community member, and then request that 
person’s assistance to direct the researcher to individuals who originated in the area and to 
those who used to work for the previous farmer, and also for people who were quite old in the 
area. Once the researcher had exhausted all the Type O respondents, they would ask from the 
Type O respondents to direct them to the Type I respondents, and then after exhausting all the 
Types O and I respondents, the researcher would proceed to interview the Type V respondents, 
up until the researcher had reached the targeted number of interviews (i.e. 25).  
As for the life history interviews the researcher went back to the respective sites and picked 
about 10 respondents, most of whom were interviewed as part of the household survey, but 
some of whom one had hoped to interview before but could not because of their absence during 
the researcher’s previous visits.  
The focus group discussions were conducted randomly and not organized at each site and they 
would happen spontaneously, at Bergplaas the focus group discussion was conducted when a 
group of respondents were having a meeting in their community hall and the respondent whom 
the researcher was referred to as the one who was more knowledgeable about the Bergplaas 
was also attending the meeting and suggested the researcher to conducted a focus group 
discussion. At Lloyd and Balfour some respondents with whom the researcher conducted life 
history interviews were at a shelter for an old age project and the researcher asked to conduct 
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a focus group discussion with them. As for Qanda, the researcher came across a group of 
respondents who were gardening and helping each other and asked to interview them.   
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2010), sample size is critical because it provides a basis for 
the estimation of sample error.  Four sites, namely Lloyd, Bergplaas, Balfour and Qanda were 
selected. However, in the context of the present study, the purpose of the household survey was 
not to make statistical inferences, but rather to enhance the understanding of the historical 
circumstances of each site. 
3.4 Fieldwork instruments    
For this research, a wide range of research tools including formal interviews and key 
informative interviews were used during data collection. For the household survey, semi-
structured questionnaires were used as the research tool, questionnaires were made simple and 
local concepts were also used to avoid uncertainty. Questionnaires were written in English but 
during the interviewing process, questions were raised in the household’s local language, i.e. 
isiXhosa or English. The household questionnaire (in Appendix 1) consisted of five parts. The 
first part was of socio-economic profile such as the age of the household head, farming 
experience, etc. The second part covered the situation of the households prior to relocation and 
farmer exit such as the year they settled in the area or whether they had any relatives working 
for the previous farmers, and the circumstances of the relocation process. The third part covered 
the process of transition and then the fourth part consisted of two sections, part four A: the 
situation of the households shortly after the farmer left and part four B: the situation of the 
households shortly after relocating to the area. And the last part, part five: was to get an 
understanding of how agriculture has changed over past 30-40 years. 
There were interview schedules for life history and key informant interviews, and these can be 
found in appendix 2 and 3. 
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3.5 Approaches to the study  
Table 3.1: Approach to the study   
Specific Objectives Data required  Data collection Analytic tool  
1. To describe the 
process of 
homeland 
consolidation in 
Victoria East. 
Data on how people 
were taken to the 
areas, the process of 
relocation, and the 
history of both farms. 
Key informant 
interviews and life 
history interviews  
(qualitative data ) 
Content analysis  
2. To identify and 
understand 
changes in farming 
over the past 30 to 
40 years, including 
on farmland 
previously owned 
by whites 
Data on how 
agriculture has 
changed over time in 
the area 
HH surveys, key 
informant and life 
history interviews 
(qualitative data) 
• Content analysis  
• Descriptive 
statistics 
3. To determine the 
effect that 
homeland 
consolidation had 
on the levels of 
economic activity 
of households that 
ended up on 
farmland 
previously owned 
by whites. 
Socio economic data 
such as access to land, 
land usability, benefits 
of land, age, gender, 
impact on employment 
access, impact on 
access to services, 
level of education, 
household gross 
income, farm size, 
farming experience. 
Household survey  
and life history 
interviews 
(mixed method) 
• Content analysis  
• Descriptive 
statistics 
 
 
In addition, to analyze specific objectives two and three the following tests were implemented: 
 
The Chi-square test proceeds by means of calculating the Chi-square value, and then comparing 
it to the appropriate critical value from the Chi-square distribution. Suppose two attributes of 
which the one is represented by a finite number of rows and the other by a finite number of 
columns, as in the cross-tabulation below (Table 4.4). The general formula for the Chi-square 
value (𝜒2) is given by  
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𝜒2 =∑∑
(𝐴𝑗𝑘 − 𝐸𝑗𝑘)
2
𝐸𝑗𝑘
𝐶
𝑘
𝑅
𝑗
 
where R represents the number of rows, C is the number of columns, Ajk is the actual/observed 
number of observations in row j and column k, and Ejk is the expected number of observations 
in row j and column k. By ‘expected number of observations’ is meant the number of 
observations one would predict if the two qualities in question were in fact statistically 
independent. 
The two-proportion z test is performed by means of calculating z = (p1 - p2) / SE, where SE = 
(p*(1-p)*( n1
-1+n2
-1))0.5, and p = (p1 * n1 + p2 * n2) / (n1 + n2); the z value is then compared to 
a critical value from the standard normal distribution. Where there are a priori grounds for 
supposing that the one proportion is greater than the other, it may be appropriate to conduct a 
one-sided hypothesis test, the critical value for which usually makes it easier to reject the null; 
however, in the absence of such a priori grounds, one commonly performs a two-sided test. 
3.6 Conceptual framework  
The conceptual framework shows the process of homeland consolidation. Due to racial 
segregation, forced removals and black spot removals were called for which led to the 
expansion of the homelands through homeland consolidation, white farms were consolidated 
and incorporated to the Reserves, the white farmers left and the farm workers were left with no 
resource and jobless, those who were dumped in the Reserves lost their belongings, livestock 
and assets, then in the later stage causing changes in farming, then later a decline in agriculture 
as illustrated in the diagram below. 
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Figure 3.6: The process of homeland consolidation and its impacts  
Source: Author’s own creation 
  
3.6 Ethical considerations   
Respect  
Respect for the respondents was of great importance in the study. 
Informed consent 
Everything was explained before the respondents participated in the study. In some cases 
where the concepts were unclear to the respondents, questions were asked and explained in 
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respondent’s native language. The respondents were informed that the research was about 
the economic impact of homeland consolidation on households in the former Ciskei. This 
research is being conducted in Lloyd, Bergplaas, Balfour and Qanda. 
Confidentiality 
The respondents were assured the confidentiality and anonymity of their response, and the 
protection of their confidential communications was of great importance in the study. 
Discontinuance  
Respondents were allowed to discontinue with their participation in the survey if they felt 
like doing so without having to explain themselves and an assurance before participation 
was given.  
Language  
All interview schedules were written in English but were then translated where necessary 
in the respondent’s native languages (i.e. IsiXhosa and English). 
 
3.7 Chapter summary  
Chapter three gives an overview on methods that were used in data collection. The population 
and geographic distribution of Bergplaas, Lloyd, Balfour and Qanda is also given on this 
chapter. The sample and sampling procedures was explained in detail. Structured 
questionnaires were used as the research tools to collect data from the households. 
Questionnaires were made simple and local concepts were used to avoid ambiguity. 
Questionnaires were written in English but during the interviewing process, questions were 
raised in the household’s local language, i.e. isiXhosa. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes and analyses the economic impact of homeland consolidation on the 
households of Lloyd, Bergplaas, Balfour and Qanda. The chapter deals with the socio-
economic profile and the economic impact that homeland consolidation had on the households. 
The chapter begins with a description of the socio-economic characteristics of the sampled 
households. The chapter further explains the process of homeland consolidation in the 
respective areas. It also looks at the situation of the households prior to relocation and farmer 
exit, the process of transition, the situation of the households shortly after the farmer left, and 
also looks at the situation of the households shortly after relocating to Bergplaas, Lloyd, 
Balfour or Qanda. The main objective of this chapter is to present the empirical results in 
accordance with the research objectives which are to describe the process of homeland 
consolidation in Victoria East, to identify and understand changes in farming over the past 30 
to 40 years, including on farmland previously owned by whites and to determine the effect that 
homeland consolidation had on the levels of economic activity of households that ended up on 
farmland previously owned by whites. This chapter summarizes the results from the descriptive 
and content analysis as described in chapter three.  
4.2 Current demographic and socio-economic characteristics 
The data presented on this section are derived from the household interviews; for the household 
interviews, 25 interviews were conducted in each area from the household heads using a semi-
structured questionnaire (see Appendix 1). The kind of data presented in this section includes 
basic demographic characteristics, as well as a breakdown in the numbers of people who were 
remained at the sight versus relocated (or were relocated) there. Having such information will 
assist in getting to an understanding of the process of homeland consolidation and a better 
understanding of the changes in farming over the past 30-40 years.  
4.2.1 Gender distribution of the sample 
From the interviewed households, the results indicate from both the communities of Lloyd and 
Bergplaas out of the 25 respondents 17 were females, 18 for Balfour then the highest (21) 
number of female respondents was from Qanda. The overwhelming majority of females 
suggest that females act as the household heads, because they are either single, widowed or 
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their husbands work elsewhere. Male participants, on the other hand, were only 7 for Lloyd 
and Bergplaas, 8 for Balfour and only 4 at Qanda because the males preferred their wives to 
speak on their behalf since they could recall most events that happened years ago and were 
much younger than them, and other males were not around since they work during the day 
elsewhere or on their fields.  
Table 4.1: Gender description of the sample 
Gander Females Males 
 
 
Number of 
individuals 
at: 
 
Area Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
 
Lloyd 
 
17 
 
68% 
 
8 
 
32% 
Bergplaas 17 68% 8 32% 
Balfour 18 72% 7 28% 
Qanda 21 84% 4 16% 
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
 
4.2.2 Level of education 
Level of education is distinguished into four categories, namely No formal education, Primary, 
Secondary and Tertiary education. The lowest percentage is for those which have tertiary 
education. The category with the highest percentage is for people with primary education on 
all other 3 communities as it appears in (Figure 4.1 below) but for Qanda the highest was for 
secondary education, because most people here they were not living under the farmer and few 
were even working for him so they were able to go to school but had to drop out due to the lack 
of finances for them to further their education. There were no people with tertiary education at 
Lloyd and Balfour only 1 person at Bergplaas and 2 people at Qanda, reason being was because 
they were staying under the farmers and back then going to school was not even condoned, as 
for the marginal group that went have tertiary education is because they grew up in townships 
and later relocated to these areas. The percentage number of respondents with no formal 
education constituted 20% at Bergplaas, 24% at Lloyd, 28% for Balfour and 8% for Qanda. 
The people with secondary education were about 20% at Bergplaas, 28% at Lloyd, 20% for 
Balfour and 52% for Qanda. The reason being for these communities to have a higher 
percentage in primary education is because the situations then were not conducive enough for 
them to further their education. Because they were constantly moved from one place to another 
and back then the Apartheid government was against black education so their only option was 
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to drop out of school and work for the white farmers, or work at the mines and a few who didn’t 
work continued to study, but had to drop out as well. 
 
 
Figure 4.1: Education level of household heads 
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
 
4.2.3 Marital status 
Marriage played an exclusively important role in acquiring land back then because the villagers 
in order to acquire land they had to apply from the chiefs, so for many people who were married 
they got bigger portions of land to practice agriculture and for settlement, because it is believed 
that marital influences the stability of the farming business if both man and woman are engaged 
in the business. The results are presented in (Figure 4.2). 
The marital status of the respondents was divided into four main groups namely single, 
married, divorced and widowed. As shown in the (Figure 4.2 below), many household heads 
were married. This is shown by 48% for Bergplaas, 64% for Lloyd and 44% for Balfour, as 
for Qanda most the respondents were widowed, while 12% were widowed for both Bergplaas 
and Llyd and 36% for Balfour. There were no respondents that were divorced from both 
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villages and the last group, 40% for Bergplaas, 24% for Lloyd, 20% for Balfour and 12% at 
Qanda were single.   
 
 
Figure 4.2: Marital status of household heads 
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
 
4.2.4 Sources of income 
The main source of income was categorized into six groups, namely: pension, child support 
grant, salary, farming, non-farming businesses and remittances. Most of the households 
received income in the form old age pension as their main source of income because the 
majority of the interviewees were above the age of 60 and the research was targeting such 
respondents. Few respondents received income from earning a salary. Some households 
received cash from remittances from family members who have gone to the cities to work. And 
others live through child support grants alone or receive income from both from child support 
grant and other sources like farming on a small garden. 
Table 4.1: Households’ sources of income 
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 Originating Moved involuntarily Moved voluntarily 
Bergplaas 
Pension 1 50% 10 83% 9 82% 
Child support grant 0 0% 7 58% 1 9% 
Salary 0 0% 0 0% 2 18% 
Farming 1 50% 7 58% 3 27% 
Businesses  0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 
Remittance 1 50% 3 25% 0 0% 
Lloyd 
Pension 4 57% 9 60% 3 100% 
Child support grant 2 29% 4 27% 2 67% 
Salary 1 14% 2 13% 2 67% 
Farming 1 14% 7 47% 3 100% 
Businesses  0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Remittance 0 0% 3 20% 2 67% 
Balfour 
Pension 11 100% 8 100% 5 83% 
Child support grant 10 91% 4 50% 2 33% 
Salary 0 0% 1 13% 2 33% 
Farming 4 36% 1 13% 3 50% 
Businesses  0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Remittance 1 9% 2 25% 1 17% 
Qanda 
Pension 11 69% 4 100% 5 100% 
Child support grant 7 44% 2 50% 1 20% 
Salary 4 25% 0 0% 0 0% 
Farming 8 50% 1 25% 2 40% 
Businesses 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 
Remittance 3 19% 2 50% 1 20% 
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
4.3 The process of homeland consolidation in Victoria East 
This section describes the process of homeland consolidation at the respective areas, namely: 
Bergaplaas, Lloyd, Balfour and Qanda. To describe the process of homeland consolidation, the 
researcher explains what happened at each site by using (Table 4.3) below and the relevant 
questions in (Appendix 1) and also looked at the perspective from the life history interviews as 
these were more intense and into depth interviewing sessions. In the life history interviews 
individuals who were more knowledgeable of the situations in the area were chosen. The life 
history interviews will help understand what really happened in these areas. The interviews 
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with more information and that were in to depth were selected, and to conduct the interviews 
(Appendix 2 and 3) were used. To uphold the ethical related issues, the real names of the 
respondents were not used, but rather referred to as Mr., Mrs., or Miss E or any other alphabet.    
 
Table 4.3: Number of households who originated, moved voluntarily/involuntary 
 
 
 
…Lloyd …Bergplaas …Balfour ...Qanda Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Number of households 
originating at: 
7 28% 2 8% 11 44% 16 64% 36 36% 
Number of households that 
moved involuntarily to: 
15 60% 12 48% 8 32% 4 16% 39 39% 
Number of households that 
moved voluntarily to: 
3 12% 11 44% 6 24% 5 20% 25 25% 
Total 25 100% 25 100% 25 100% 25 100% 100 100% 
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
 
Each of the 25 households interviewed at each area, was asked if they ‘originated’ from site 
(an awkward way of referring to households that resided in the area before and during the time 
the white was around), or moved involuntarily or voluntarily to the areas of Lloyd, Bergplaas, 
Balfour and Qanda. There were a few individuals who originated in these areas except for 
Qanda, the reason behind this is because these areas where large farms owned by white people, 
and they only allowed a specific of occupants in their farms, about 5-6 households to be 
specific, and as for Qanda the locals were not staying under the white family that moved in the 
area. The number of individuals who moved involuntarily was high for most communities, and 
this is because during the 1980s they became dumping sites for black people and this was the 
rationale of the process of homeland consolidation, others were the females moved in 
voluntarily around the late 1990s- early 2000s to settle down or just to find a place to stay or 
to practice farming.   
4.3.1 What happened at Bergplaas? 
To the east of Alice, along the road leading to Hogsback, is the community of Bergplaas, on 
what had been the farm of the same name. Bergplaas is now one of the communities in 
Msobomvu that is under the authority of Chief Ncamashe. Before the apartheid era all, the land 
around Msobomvu was under the rule of chiefs, but around 1925 (as depicted in Figure 3.6 
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above) the land was expropriated and invaded by whites, who created farms all around the area. 
The farm owner at Bergplaas used to practice both livestock and crop farming, and the males 
used to do everything around the farm and the females used to do housekeeping and assisted 
with farm work during harvesting.  
The respondents who used to work for the white farmer said he left around 1968, leaving all 
his workers behind jobless; he only took one of his housekeepers with him when he left so she 
could continue working for him. The respondents say the farmer’s land was later bought by the 
Ciskeian government around the 1980s and was given back to the chief. All the farm workers 
who used to work for the old farmer got their own pieces of land when the farmer left because 
before they were either living on the farm or on an area close to the farm. However, most of 
the people who live in Bergplaas are descendents of those who were forcibly moved there 
during 1982 to make way for the construction of Binfield Park Dam. And the other people who 
moved to the area before the 1980s were either evicted from the big cities or from other farms 
around the area and then the rest of the people was those who moved after the land was given 
back to the chief voluntarily. 
Mr K (Bergplaas) 
 Mr K was born in 1935 at Gqugesi Fort Beaufort, Eastern Cape. In school he ended up in 
standard 3, because during those days they were not motivated to go to school by their parents 
but were told to herd livestock or to work on the fields. At the age of 12 he was groomed by 
his father, he claims he started with herding cattle first and when he was older he would help 
on the fields. He says the use to plant crops like maize, wheat, sorghum, beans, pumpkin, 
butternut, etc., he says they use to sell their produce to the white trading shops. He claims, even 
back then they experienced drought, and they used coping strategies like praying for rain at the 
mountain and practising rotational grazing.  
He got married in 1968, through the process of ‘ukuthwala’- forced marriage. And him and his 
wife use to work on the orange farms around Fort Beaufort. They had 6 children, one passed 
away. He says they were well off at Fort Beaufort. He says they were moved from their area 
involuntarily, by the apartheid government so as to create a dam in 1986 now known as the 
Binfield Park Dam.  
During their move, he says his family did not struggle that much, they were assisted to acquire 
land at Bergplaas by the extension officers and he continued working at Fort Beaufort. But he 
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says if they were not moved his life would have been much better, because they had to start 
over when they were forced to move in Bergplaas.  
4.3.2 What happened at Lloyd? 
To the west of Alice is a community known as ‘Lloyd’, named after the farmer who formerly 
farmed there. Lloyd – which appears as ‘Imincangathelo’ on google maps – is one of the seven 
villages under the area of Gxwederha, which are under the rule of the Gwalana Chief. Like 
Bergplaas, Lloyd was under the ruling of chiefs but according to some respondents the land 
originally belonged to the Hiti family before the farmer moved to the area, but that statement 
is quite debatable. Around the 1920s white farmers invaded the area and started to farm on the 
area and made the villagers to live under them and also work for them. When the Ciskeian 
government came into power and the process of homeland consolidation was taking place, the 
farmer had already passed on, and around the 1980s it was his wife who remained behind, and 
some of the Hitis were still working for her. The Hiti family worked for the farmer and stayed 
on the farm land. 
According to one of her former workers, the reason why she left was because there was a 
robbery at her place, and when her son heard of the incident he immediately took his mother 
away, leaving the workers behind. In 1980 after she left the land was bought by the Ciskeian 
government and it was given back to the Chief. Some say the land was bought for R60.00 and 
the Hiti family was included as part of that payment made by the government. Most of the 
people who now stay at Lloyd are the Hitis and the people who used to live at Grahamstown 
and were removed because of the establishment of game reserves in 1991. Others came from 
Healdtown around 1992 because they were fleeing conflicts in their old area due to the 
disagreement and jealousy that rose from their paraffin project. During the time when the 
people moved to Lloyd to acquire land, they were assisted by the Umbrella Board which was 
a committee that Mrs. J was part of working with the Chief and the government to speed up 
the process of giving people land and making developments in the area. Because the people 
from the Game Reserve had no place to stay, they were all cramped up on the old farm house 
when they were evicted from their area (see Figure 4.3 below). According to some respondents, 
some of the improvements like the primary school and the village hall (bottom right of Figure 
4.3) were through the works of the Umbrella Board.  
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Figure 4.3: old farmhouse at Lloyd and the infrastructural improvements made between 1980s to date 
Mrs. J (Lloyd)  
Mrs. J was born in 1940 at Cathcart, Eastern Cape. She grew up in Port Elizabeth where she 
spent most of her childhood life and part of her adulthood. In school, she ended in standard 6, 
and the reason leaving school it was because her family was struggling and she had about 11 
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siblings. She was working at a hospital in Port Elizabeth and met her husband there, and they 
got married in 1960. She had four children with her husband, three girls and one boy child. 
Around 1968 they moved to Middledrift at Sityi, they heard from a friend that the white people 
who owned a shop around the area were moving. She says her husband was a business person 
and they owned a shop in Port Elizabeth, but they wanted to raise their kids in rural areas, so 
when the opportunity availed itself they took it and bought the store in Middledrift. When they 
moved they had to make some improvements and they renovated the place, she says they owned 
a big house in Middledrift. When the white people were leaving in these areas, she says they 
were selling some of their belongings (like livestock, generators, tractors, etc) at a cheap price, 
her and her husband bought a generator and they were the only family who had electricity at 
Sityi and she says they also powered other houses as well. They ran their business, and she 
says it was very successful; they use to help even the locals by giving them foot parcels and 
even help them for funerals. But things took another turn, she says some people were jealous 
and they were toy-toying against them and were even threatening to burn their house and were 
saying they don’t want ‘Amarhanuga’- outsiders in their area. For the safety of their children 
her husband said they should leave, and they left in 1986 and moved to Llyod. 
When they moved to Lloyd she says they were unable to take all their belongings, because they 
moved in a rush so they lost some of their furniture and livestock due to theft. They managed 
to take a few of their belongings, and moved in the old farm house (in Figure 4.3), she says 
there were other families from the Game Reserve who were staying at the farm house as well, 
so they moved out to avoid conflict and built a shack with her husband.  
She says there were about seven families, who originated in the area, and at the time no one 
was doing anything, they were not farming and the kids were not even going to school. She 
says as more people were coming in they formed a committee and was named the Umbrella 
Board working with the Chief and the government. As the Umbrella Board they assisted people 
in acquiring land, they also prompted the government and NGOs to build a school and a hall 
in their area (see Figure 4.3 above).  
She says when it comes to farming, when she arrived no one was farming even the people who 
originated here. But when people got land, that’s when they started to practice farming. She 
says over the year the climatic conditions have been quite bad so they have been struggling. 
She the people in the area are interested in farming they even have says a co-operation they are 
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farming, and the University of Fort Hare is helping at times with that. But their main issue is 
irrigation, so she says if the government can assist then the people can progress. 
4.3.3 What happened at Balfour? 
Balfour is a town in Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipality. The town, now a village, lies at the 
foot of the Katberg, and was established as a mission station of the Glasgow Missionary Society 
in 1828 by John Ross and McDiarmid, and named after Robert Balfour, first Secretary of the 
Society. Today, tobacco, citrus, wool and beef farming are practised in the area.  
According to the interviewees, back in the 1800s Balfour was more like a forest then the white 
farmers moved in and they tricked them with their possessions in exchange of their livestock 
and most people lost their livestock to the whites and so they ended  up working for them and 
staying under them.  
Most of the respondents highlighted that all they were staying under the white farmers and 
working for them, they were moved from one farmer to the next if they were/got into an 
argument with the farmer they were working for. One respondent said, “We were living like 
birds on a tree that were being bothered by a boy who would constantly shoot at them so they 
had to move from one tree to the next whenever they were being shot at”.  
To practise farming they had to ask their farmer and he would give them about two calves and 
they had to own only two cattle, the rest when their herd grew they would sell them back to 
their farmer. Other White Farmers motivated their workers to farm and own as many cattle 
they wanted and they were only allowed to own cattle. The farmers would use a term and say 
they do not want (Amaqheya) lazy people who did not farm in their land, so he would allow 
Blacks to use some of his grazing camps which were feeding some of his non lactating cows 
(i.e.inkomo ezaphusileyo in Xhosa). But other Farmers never allowed their employees to farm 
because they hated the fact that some Blacks would do better than them. The black people were 
living under the white farmers and each farmer had about 4 to 6 black households living under 
them. 
There were many White farmers around Balfour. Some of the whites around the area of Balfour 
owned hotels and in those hotels the White people would gather and socialise during weekends 
(see Figure 4.4). Some of the respondents were at those hotels as well, in addition to owning 
the hotels the respondents say that the hotel owners owned some fields as well for farming, and 
one of the hotel owners gave his black employees that land to practice farming and they say he 
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was good to them and he even gave them resources and some inputs to practice farming. They 
say he never made them rent the land or asked for any of their produce, instead they used their 
produce for their own consumption. Now one of the hotels is a bottle store owned by one of 
the young men in the community. The respondents claim that all the White farmers and hotel 
owners left at the same time in 1979, when the Ciskeian (Sebe) government took over.   
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Figure 4.4: Previously white owned hotel and the graveyard of the owner’s family  
Mr. and Mrs. F (Balfour)  
 Mr F claims that they use to farm around the 1940s in the area, but the fields belonged to the 
Whites, so they were farming for the white farmers. Mr F was born in 1930 and got married in 
1966. He says he grew up with his wife at Balfour and they were dating, and then later he asked 
for her hand in marriage and they got married traditionally. They were staying under the farmer 
in the area and the farmer’s old farm house still exists (see Figure 4.10); now it’s his sister who 
stays in the house. He says back then they did not have any proper burial sites, so they buried 
their family members in their yards, it was only the Whites who had proper cemeteries (see 
Figure 4.4). He claims that they were better off back then and they were not starving as they 
are now. Every week during Saturdays the employees (“amaBoy”) of the farmer got erations 
(“imixhesho”), which most of the time was maize, as a form of remuneration. When the White 
farmers left, Mr. F claims that some employers left their employees with valuable things like 
livestock, farming tools, etc. But unfortunately for him when his employer heard they were 
going to leave the area he wanted to leave with him and continue working for him to where he 
was relocating to in Kokstad, but he refused. During that time Mr. F was staying at another 
farm herding cattle, he heard from the other farm workers when his employer officially left the 
area and he claims he ran away from him and never left him with anything.  
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In school he left in grade one, the reason was because he had to work and back then they didn’t 
have any stable place to stay they were moving from one farmer to another and were staying 
under these white farmers. So what would normally happen is, when the farmer needed his 
work to be done he would just take anyone living under him to do the work, even the women 
were taken to work on the fields to till or to harvest. 
Currently at his house they are about 15, him and his wife have four kids and in his home they 
were 6. When the White farmer left they moved in and stayed at his house (see Figure 4.10) 
and they also occupied the farmer’s brother’s house. When the farmers left he had to look for 
employment elsewhere, when they came back around the 1990s the house of his farmer’s 
brother was already occupied by other people who moved in the area during the time they were 
not around looking for employment. But the one in (Figure 4.10) is occupied by his sister.  
All the members of his family used to work for the white farmers in the area, but his older 
brother was working in the mines at Gauteng. Mr. F used to drive the tractors and plough the 
fields. They had small houses back then living under the white farmer and each farmer had 
about 4-6 black employees living under him. Mr. F claims that the houses around the area are 
all new, back then the place had few black houses and white owned farm houses. There were 
about five employees who also worked for his farmer, so when the farmer left the area they all 
left to look for employment in other villages. Mr. F looked for employment in Cape Town on 
the farms. The name of his White farmer was Mr. Bennie Miles; he left the area with other 
farmers the time when the Ciskeian government got into power around 1979. The farmer used 
to have a relative who was staying in the area known as Joji by the locals (George Davis). 
As for Mr.s F, she was born in 1933. In school she ended up in standard two, the reason for 
leaving school it was because she was sick as a kid and couldn’t further her studies. Like her 
husband she also originated in Balfour. Her parents use to work for one of the farmers, her 
mother use to do housekeeping and her father was used to work on the farm for Joji (George 
Davis). She was the only child at her house and she never worked. She says at her house they 
owned chicken, pigs and goats and they never sold their stock they kept it for home 
consumption and they also had a small garden in their house. When the farmer left her father 
had already passed on, she was with her mother and she lost her job when her employers left, 
so her and her mother moved to Seymour they stayed there till her mother passed away then 
she came back to Balfour and she got married to Mr. F.  
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Mrs. E (Balfour)  
 During the interviewing sessions the 2nd respondent had a powerful story, what makes her 
story powerful is that when their farmer left, she and her husband decided to take a loan and 
continued to farm and stayed on their previous employer’s farm, till now they are still pushing 
with her family farming and they have an orange farm. 
Mrs. E was born in 1949; she originated in Cofimvaba town in what is today Chris Hani District 
Municipality. She then moved to her aunt’s house in Cape Town, and that is where she met her 
husband and he asked her for her hand in marriage, to which she agreed. Her husband originated 
from Balfour. They them moved to Balfour in 1967, they worked on the farm and her husband 
was doing everything on the farm, from planting, tilling to harvesting. Their family was staying 
under the white farmer and working for him as well. Their farmer allowed them to own some 
livestock, they had three cows and fed them at their employer’s grazing camp, they also had 
some chicken and a small garden as well.  
Their farmer left around 1978. She says at the time it was her family that was still around the 
rest of the other farm workers had already left because their employer was very mean, and he 
chased away most of his employees. When the farmer left her family moved in the farm house 
and her husband took a loan from the South African Bank. She says they never struggled that 
much, they were able to cope because they had the skills and knowledge of running a farm. 
4.3.4 What happened at Qanda? 
Qanda is a small community next to a railroad siding nearby to Ntwanambi Tonis, British Ridge 
and Pewuleni Mission. The people of Qanda during the Apartheid era they were moved by the 
‘Trust’ which was a government development scheme (or also known as the Betterment 
scheme). According to the respondents when they were moved by the Trust they were fooled 
and were told they will be compensated for their land, but that never happened. They left their 
big homes, with big yards and houses and had to move from one part of Qanda to another. 
Before the ‘Trust’ the interviewees say they had fields and yards which were quite big than the 
ones they have now. Their fields were changed and were given new ones within Qanda, on 
their old fields it is where the government created a dam, grazing camps and also created roads, 
they were also given pieces of land for settlement which the government sectioned from the 
people who were not moved by the Trust, that is why they have small yards now and fields. 
In the late 1940s Mr. G’s grandfather bought land at Qanda and built a trading station there.  
When Schenk passed away, his son took over the business; he used to buy wool from local 
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black farmers and sell it to markets further away. He also used to mill maize for the people of 
Qanda and also buy or sell it for them at the market or at stockvels. They had a spaza shop and 
also made and sold bricks. They had trucks and also used a donkey cart to transport some of 
the goods they were selling like paraffin. Back then the people were farming for themselves 
and would sell some of their produce at the trading station, while some of the people also 
worked for Mr. G’s father; but in contrast to the other sites, the villagers were not living under 
him. 
Mr. G’s family owned cattle and they used to milk them, they would buy wool from the locals 
and sell it at Wool Growers Association in East London. Their mother was good with 
traditional medicine, she would heal the locals with her medicine and in return they would pay 
her with some sheep or fowls, which she would sell at the market and in butcher shops in King 
William’s Town. In 1962 the Mr. G’s family started milling, and they used to collect some 
grass and sell it to the locals and in other villages as well. Mr. G’s family had to leave because 
all the white traders were removed and bought out by the government and their land, trading 
station and home was given to black people. When Mr. G’s family left in 1963 their home was 
given to a black family, named Phuthi, who stayed there for a short period of time; after the 
Phuthi family it was the Miss H’s family, who has been around until now.  
Figure 4.5: The dam built after the people were moved by the ‘Trust’ 
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Figure 4.6: Grazing created during the ‘Trust’  
 
 
44 
 
 
Figure 4.7: The home and shop of the Miss H that was previously owned by Mr. G’s family 
 
Mr. and Uncle G (Qanda)  
Mr. G was born in 1953 and his Uncle G was born in 1943. Their family moved to South Africa 
around the 1880s from Germany. Mr. G’s great grandfather settled in Keiskammahoek to 
practice farming, then his son took over and he practiced farming as well in Keiskammahoek, 
the rest of their family members moved to West Africa. How they ended up at Qanda Mr. G’s 
grandfather bought a trading station there in the late 1940s, then they had to leave because all 
the white traders were removed and bought out by the government and the stores were given 
to black people, they were there till the 1960s; around 1963 is the year they moved. Mr. G says 
he has nothing but good memories about his stay at Qanda, he says as kids they use to swim 
and fish at the dam just behind his house (see Figure 4.5). When they left Qanda they moved 
back to Keiskammahoek, then in 1982 Mr. G and his father they started Schenk enterprises at 
Melani in the Eastern Cape, then in 1986 his father passed away. Mr. G, Uncle G and the rest 
of their family members are still running their business at Melani and they still visit Qanda to 
fish and to see their old friends in the community.  
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His father use to buy and sell wool, and he used to mill maize for the people of Qanda and also 
buy or sell it for them at the market or stockvels. They had a spaza shop kind of a situation 
selling paraffin, making bricks and selling them as well. They had trucks and also used a 
donkey cart to transport some of the products he was selling like paraffin. They are saying back 
then people in the community of Qanda were farming. 
The people who stood out for Uncle G at Qanda was Pastor Wonkrot a coloured preacher, Ms 
Mampunye a teacher in their local school and Ms Thunyiswa their headmaster. He remembers 
some other people from the village like Jobo and the Mnkani’s. Mr. G does not remember the 
names since they left there when he was 10, but he says he still remembers the faces of the 
people when they go to buy planks at their business.  
They gave a brief history about the schools at Qanda; there is one which was near the church 
built by the Americans and another one which was 500m away from the one near the church, 
this 2nd school was built at the Trust by the government. The Trust was a government 
development scheme; it is where the high school was built. Around the 1960s at Qanda there 
were nuns and they had a catholic school as well. They also had a white extension officer at 
Qanda and his name was Mr. Step. 
Mr. G’s family owned cattle and they used to milk them, they would buy wool from the locals 
and sell it at Wool Growers Association in East London. Their mother was good with 
traditional medicine, she would heal the locals with her medicine and in return they would pay 
her with some sheep or fowls and she would sell them at the market and in butcher shops in 
King William’s Town. In 1962 they started milling, and they used to collect some grass and 
sell it to the locals and in other villages as well. Their mother known as noCent in the 
community was left at Qanda and Mr. G’s father was running another trading station at 
Mxumbu, then another person from Zwelitsha took over the shop after their mother left in 1963. 
Mrs. H (Qanda) 
Mrs. H and her family originated from Zwelethemba location in Worcester, Western Cape. She 
was born in 1961. She did a four year teachers Diploma, an FDE then a B.Ed at the University 
of Fort Hare to further her studies while she was working, then she pensioned in 2014. She got 
married traditionally in 1993; she had a son in 1979 who passed away in 1990. The time they 
were still at Worcester her father used to own a shop which he rented, and then they left because 
he wanted to venture into farming and he heard from a friend in his church that there was a 
shop and land available at Qanda at the time. She says when they arrived at Qanda the place 
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was pretty bad, it had no fencing and the windows were broken, so they had to start afresh. She 
says the moment they arrived they were excited because they were used to staying at a township 
in small restricted yards, now here the place was huge and it was for the first time they saw 
livestock and being in a rural area, and she says her father’s business was doing very well.  
When her father passed away in 2003, the shop was closed for a while, and then she reopened 
it in 2015. At her house they were 7 including her mother and father. Her father had about 15 
cows, 70 goats, some pigs, chickens and geese and they were all stolen, she also had some 
goats and they were killed by the train. As for Sebe’s government, during his time the taps 
along the roads were installed. A high school, toilets, mobile clinic and a gardening project she 
says they were all introduced by the democratic government. When it comes to the level of 
farming in the area, she says it declined after the years 2001-2004 because people like Mr. 
Ngqamani who were farming in the area they passed away. One of the challenges they are 
facing when it comes to farming is because around Miss H’s house the soil is hard there making 
it very difficult to till. She says that most people in the area are still farming in their yards, 
planting in their gardens but it is the fields that are not planted and left idle. If the government 
can provide tractors as a start then they can at least practice some farming. Also the weather 
conditions have changed, cows were dying, the government can provide water for the animals 
but all that the government is doing is make empty promises.   
She says her father arrived at Qanda in 1977 with their mother and her 2 brothers, then Miss H 
and her two sisters in 1980. She did her Matric in Koloni. The people that are still around at 
the shop it is her and the gentleman helping around the shop. The white trader who used to own 
the shop was the Schenk, then after it was a man from Mdantsana. Her father got the land from 
CNDC (Ciskeian National Development Corporation). She says the time they were at 
Worcester they had a small garden and they would help their mother when they were around 
the age of 10, and that is how their mother groomed her and her siblings to farm. They used to 
plant vegetables like carrots, spinach, potatoes and they had many fruit trees like lemon, peach, 
applekos. 
4.4 The changes in farming over the past 30-40 years, including on farmland previously 
owned by whites 
Before and during the Apartheid era 
At Balfour one of the respondents was born in 1915, he had a great deal of insight into what 
happened before the white farmers moved to the area, and described Balfour before the Whites 
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colonized it. He says then the area was under the ruling of chiefs, and claims they used to hunt 
and they had plenty of livestock and used to farm. Farming was based on indigenous 
knowledge, for example using lunar cycles to time planting, herbal remedies for livestock 
diseases, and they would make contours and close dongas with stones to prevent soil erosion. 
They used animal traction, saved seeds according to preferred characteristics, practiced inter-
planting, and used kraal manure as fertiliser for the garden and field crops. The general feeling 
was that farming was important and people were good at it, also it was very labour-intensive. 
Settlements were small and sparse, farming was mainly for own consumption, and herds were 
very large, e.g. 100+ cattle, also goats and sheep. Droughts were brief, and generally tolerable 
because of the use of indigenous knowledge-based coping strategies, e.g. the use of certain 
cultivated aloes for livestock. Children began their apprenticeship into farming from a young 
age. There was no fencing, rather only herding (a ‘pretend fence’). Production was mainly for 
home consumption, although sometimes peoplehey would sell to interested buyers. As a young 
boy, the respondent used to help in the fields, holding a plough and till with a hoe. They 
experienced drought then and their livestock would die, they would hire camps that were close 
by. Back then they only depended on the rain, they had no irrigation and had no help from the 
government, their cattle would die and they would not be able to harvest during times of 
drought. They were not limited on the number of stock to own. 
During Sebe’s (Ciskeian government) period 
The Ciskeian government was not appreciated at the time because Sebe was regarded as tough, 
while his regime was compromised by being part of Apartheid’s separate development scheme. 
But Sebe was very aggressive and hands-on about promoting agriculture. The respondents 
claim that Sebe was a farmer and his number one priority was agriculture, to the extent that he 
used to go around and motivate people to farm. 
Sebe’s priority was to provide tangible support, e.g. irrigation schemes, tractor services, genetic 
improvement, etc.; however, he also was very vocal about the importance of farming and self-
reliance. Infrastructure development was labour-intensive, and farming support was responsive 
to people’s needs. Respondents were of the view that in Sebe’s government there were many 
jobs, for instance people were paid to clean dams, the money would come to the community, 
and they had to work. Extension staff and other civil servants were kept on their toes, perception 
of very little corruption. Sebe appeared to achieve the difficult balance between supporting 
farmers and promoting their self-reliance. 
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Before they did not have any markets but when Sebe arrived markets were introduced and if 
he was still in power they will be far by now. When Sebe’s government came into power he 
stopped the use of animal traction because he didn’t want the cattle from the White Farmers 
and he brought tractors, then almost everyone was farming. Sebe also created huge gardens for 
people and they had cattle and sheep and these gardens were called ‘Zenzele’- do it yourself, 
each and every village had its own ‘Zenzele’. The respondents say when Sebe’s government 
lost power it did not partner with the current government and the new government didn’t want 
to copy from Sebe, they thought that they could run things by themselves and they failed. 
Unlike this new government, Sebe never hired people who did not know what they were doing; 
from the Department of Agriculture he would hire an agriculturalist and so on, “those were 
men, not these boys who only get in to take money”. The problem with this government is that 
it only took knowledge from the books and neglected indigenous knowledge, unlike Sebe who 
didn’t want people to be referred to as ‘Amaqaba’ or uneducated in English he embraced their 
indigenous knowledge. 
During times of drought they did ‘Londoloza’ and their parents were working in Katyi and they 
would also work in Katyi when their moms couldn’t make it. Londoloza and Katyi were the 
projects by the department of agriculture where people were closing potholes and dongas 
during Sebe’s time. 
Post 1994 to date  
Leading up to 1994, people expected something similar to Sebe, or even better, so some wanted 
to get rid of ‘the old stuff’: People in Balfour started to vandalise the farming materials they 
received from the government, they would cut pipes from the irrigation system and sell them 
at Fort Beaufort. According to the respondents there is nothing that can be done at Balfour to 
change their situation because the officials say that their area is not even recognized on the 
maps, so to the government officials Balfour does not exist. The respondents say there is 
nepotism around their area and people get jobs during the night and they are hiring people who 
are already well off, when there are government jobs available the leaders hire their family 
members and friends. 
In most of these areas farming is not practiced at a larger scale, but rather at a small scale in 
the form of backyard gardens. The reason for this is because the fields are not fenced, they 
want to cultivate the fields but they want fencing, they say the problem with this government 
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is that it doesn’t deliver nor cater for any of their demands, and this is the case in all the 
communities.  
The respondents say one of the reasons why the situation is bad now is because the youth are 
not interested in farming, and the level of crime is high. Around the early 2000s they decided 
to farm the fields, but during harvesting their produce got stolen, so they decided to stop 
farming because they can’t continue to farm at a loss. Also, lack of fencing remains a problem, 
so livestock and wild animals do as they please and destroy their produce. The reason for the 
decline in farming in Qanda is because people lack interest in farming, the youth are also 
shunning farming, and the old people are ill or feeble and do not have the energy to plant the 
fields. He says with his generation they started farming at school, and they would take that 
home and start a small garden at home. At Bergplaas the respondents claim that the level of 
farming was very high, they say things changed around the 1970s when the farmer left, and it 
became worse around the late 1990s when the old people passed away. 
4.5 The economic effects of homeland consolidation 
This section looks at the economic effects of homeland consolidation on the households of 
Bergplaas, Lloyd, Balfour and Qanda. The section explores the effects on employment, assets 
and services, and participating in farming, distinguishing between three types of households, 
namely those who originated in the areas, households who were moved involuntary into the 
area, and households who moved voluntarily into the area. While this does not allow the 
researcher to ‘measure’ the economic effects of homeland consolidation as such, it allows the 
researcher to discern if there are differences between types of households who experienced 
homeland consolidation in different ways, which in principle should deepen our understanding 
of the economic implications of homeland consolidation. The section employs Chi-square tests 
and two-proportion z-tests to test the statistical significance of some of the comparisons made. 
The use of the words ‘then’ and ‘now’ refer to the different time periods, ‘then’ refers to the 
period before and during the time when the white farmers were living in the areas and ‘now’ is 
used to refer to the present time.  
4.5.1 Household sources of income, livestock ownership, involvement in farming and 
ownership of fields 
Household main sources of income 
Main sources of income were categorized into five types, namely: grants and pensions, salary, 
farming income, business income, and remittances. The majority of households’ main source 
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of income was grants and pensions; the reason for this is because the researcher was targeting 
households with elderly household heads who knew what happened in the past. ‘Grants and 
pensions’ included child support grants, government pensions, as well as pensions from private 
companies for which the household heads used to work. In many households there were also 
grandchildren who were staying with their grandparents as their guardians. There were few 
households whose main source of income was through salary, farming, businesses, or 
remittances. 
Table 4.4: Households’ main sources of income 
Main source of 
income 
Originating 
(‘Type O’) 
Moved involuntarily 
(‘Type I’) 
Moved voluntarily 
(‘Type V’) 
n % n % n % 
Grants & pensions 31 86% 33 85% 19 76% 
Salary 3 8% 3 8% 4 16% 
Farming 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 
Businesses  0 0% 0 0% 2 8% 
Remittance 1 3% 3 8% 0 0% 
All 36 100% 39 100% 25 100% 
 
The cross-tabulation of household type and main income source allows for the use of the 
Pearson Chi-square test, for which the null hypothesis is that these two categorical variables 
are independent of one another. In the event, however, the Chi-square value is 0.167, thus one 
fails (emphatically) to reject the hypothesis of independence; in other words there is no 
evidence to suggest that the household type (O/I/V) has any relationship to the main source of 
household income.  
z = (p1 - p2) / SE, and SE = (p*(1-p)*(1/n1+1/n2))^.0.5 
 
Household livestock ownership 
Household livestock ownership ‘then’ 
From the results tabulated in Table 4.5 below, there is a discernible distinction amongst the 
different types of households when it comes to livestock ownership before and during the 
Apartheid era and also before and during the time when the white farmers resided in the areas. 
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From the communities of Bergplaas and Lloyd, the results show a similar trend where there are 
few Type O households who owned livestock, i.e. only 1 household at Bergplaas and 4 
households at Lloyd; the reason for this is because there were few Type O households in these 
communities, and the respondents claim that their farmers discouraged them from owning 
livestock. And as for Balfour and Qanda, the Type O households were more as compared to 
Types I and V households, hence there are more households who ownlivestock (10 households 
for Balfour and 16 households for Qanda), the other reasons for Balfour the respondents claim 
that most of their farmers allowed them to own livestock and did not want any of their 
employees not to farm, the situation was quite different for Qanda the white farmer/trading 
family did not intervene with any of their farming activities, they would sell their livestock to 
the family and also used to pay the wife of the farmer/trader with their livestock after she has 
healed one of their family members. For Type V households, some say they never owned 
livestock because they originated from the townships and the land they had was not big enough 
to accommodate livestock and that is why they moved to the areas to acquire land so they can 
farm, some say they had no interest to farm at all. For the Type I respondents they claim they 
faced similar the similar situations with the Type O respondents, those who owned livestock 
they were allowed by their farmers, some say they were not even allowed to own livestock.  
 
Table 4.5: Number of households owning livestock ‘then’  
Area Type O Type I Type V 
  
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
then 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
then 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
then 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
then 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
then 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
then 
Bergplaas 1 50% 12 100% 8 73% 
Lloyd 4 57% 13 87% 2 67% 
Balfour 10 91% 6 75% 2 33% 
Qanda 16 100% 4 100% 3 60% 
All 31 86% 35 89% 15 60% 
 
Focusing now on the ‘All’ (aggregate) row of the table, we consider whether some of the 
differences observed in the shares of households owning livestock are significant. For this we 
use the two-proportion z-test. Comparing Type O to Type I households is clearly fruitless, 
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given how close are their share values of 86% and 89%, respectively. However, it does appear 
that households that moved voluntarily were less likely to have owned livestock than either 
Type O; the scores for these two comparisons are z = 2.72 and z = 2.32, respectively, the first 
of which is statistically significant at the 1% level, and the second of which at the 5% level. In 
other words, a smaller proportion of households that moved voluntarily owned livestock at the 
time of their relocation than the other two types of households, confirming the qualitative 
evidence that they relocated in order to access better resources relative to those of the place 
they were leaving as shown in Figure 3.6 above. 
Household livestock ownership presently 
From the results tabulated in Table 4.6 below, there are few households who own livestock 
presently in all the households who originate in the communities. Also for households that were 
moved involuntary, the reason is because during their move they had to sell their livestock at 
a loss and some claim that when they moved their livestock got mixed up with the other 
people’s livestock since they did not have land.  
 
Table 4.6: Number of households owning livestock presently 
Area Type O Type I Type V 
  
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
now 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
now  
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
now  
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
now  
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
now  
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
livestock 
now  
Bergplaas 1 50% 4 33% 1 9% 
Lloyd 0 0% 5 33% 3 100% 
Balfour 2 18% 0 0% 3 50% 
Qanda 3 19% 1 25% 1 20% 
All 6 17% 10 26% 8 32% 
 
Focusing again on the ‘All’ row, the comparison is striking, especially when taken together 
with Table 4.5. Although at the time the white farmer was bought out, Type O households were 
more likely to own livestock than the Type V households who arrived soon thereafter, at present 
Type V households are more likely to own livestock than either Type O or Type I households. 
However, the z values for these two comparisons are z = 1.37 and z = 0.52, respectively; both 
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fall short of allowing the two-sided null hypothesis of no difference to be rejected at the 10% 
significance level. Even so, taken together with Table 4.5, there is a strong suggestion that 
while the proportions of households owning livestock have declined for all three types of 
households, this decline was greatest for Type V households. (It should also be noted that for 
each household type, one can use the same two-proportion z-test to demonstrate that the decline 
in the share of households owning livestock is statistically significant. 
Household’s involvement in agriculture  
Household’s involvement in agriculture ‘then’ 
From the results tabulated in Table 4.7, one can see that the numbers of households involved 
in farming has changed drastically over the years. Households used to be more involved in 
farming then (30-40 years back) as compared to now. Farming was more prioritized 30-40 
years back, and children were even groomed to farm at an early age of six-ten years.  
 
Table 4.7: Number of households involved in farming ‘then’ 
Area 
  
Type O Type I Type V 
Number of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
then 
Share of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
then 
Number of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
then 
Share of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
then 
Number of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
then 
Share of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
then 
Bergplaas 2 100% 12 100% 11 100% 
Lloyd 7 100% 14 93% 3 100% 
Balfour 11 100% 7 88% 6 100% 
Qanda 16 100% 2 50% 4 80% 
All 36 100% 35 90% 24 96% 
 
In aggregate, there is not much to distinguish the household types from one another, whether 
one is considering the shares who practiced agriculture in the past, or the shares who practice 
agriculture presently. 
Number of households involved in agriculture presently  
From the results tabulated in Table 4.8, one can see that presently the level of farming in all 
these areas is very low, the land is left idle, the researcher also observed fallow land during the 
field survey. The respondents claim that the reason is because the youth shuns agriculture, 
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while the old people who used to farm in the areas have passed on or are no longer capable; 
another reason given is that there is poor support from the government. 
Table 4.8: Number of households involved in farming presently  
Area 
  
Type O Type I Type V 
Number of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
now 
Share of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
now 
Number of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
now 
Share of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
now 
Number of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
now 
Share of 
HHs 
involved in 
farming 
now 
Bergplaas 1 50% 7 58% 3 27% 
Lloyd 1 14% 7 47% 3 100% 
Balfour 4 36% 1 13% 3 50% 
Qanda 8 50% 1 25% 2 40% 
All 14 39% 16 41% 11 44% 
 
Households’ ownership of fields 
Households’ ownership of fields ‘then’ 
From the results in Tables 4.9 below, when it comes to field ownership there were fewer 
households who owned fields back then as compared to now. For Bergplaas and Lloyd, ‘Type 
O’ respondents claim that they did not own any fields back then because they were staying on 
the white farmer’s land. At Balfour, only 1 ‘Type O’ household owned a field; they mentioned 
that their white farmer was kind and he also owned a hotel, so he gave some of his land to his 
workers to practice farming. The situation was quite different for Qanda; as they were not 
staying under the white/trader, they had their own fields.  
 
Table 4.9: Number of households owning fields ‘then’ 
Area 
  
Type O Type I Type V 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
fields then 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
fields 
then 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
fields then 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
fields 
then 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
fields then 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
fields 
then 
Bergplaas 0 0% 12 100% 6 55% 
Lloyd 0 0% 15 100% 2 67% 
Balfour 1 9% 7 88% 4 67% 
55 
 
Qanda 16 100% 4 100% 2 40% 
All 17 47% 38 97% 14 56% 
 
Considering the ‘All’ row, the differences between types are quite sizable, and would be more 
so if not for the outlier value of Qanda where Type O households are concerned. For our 
purposes, however, what is perhaps most interesting is the comparison between households 
who moved involuntarily versus those who moved voluntarily: the z value for this comparison 
is 4.08, which allows one to reject the null hypothesis of no difference at the 1% significance 
level. This supports the emerging interpretation that the experience of homeland consolidation 
was very different depending on people’s specific circumstances; Type I households lost fields 
in the course of being relocated to these communities, whereas on the whole Type V households 
gained fields; the experience of Type I households illustrates the negative side of homeland 
consolidation, whereby the farms acquired from white farmers were used as dumping grounds 
for those being forcibly removed elsewhere, whereas the experience of Type V households 
illustrates the other side of homeland consolidation, whereby it create opportunities for those 
who were more deprived in the communities which they chose to leave. 
Households’ ownership of fields presently  
As for the present, for all the communities most people own fields; those who do not have 
fields they say they only want land for settlement and to have a small garden and own livestock.  
 
Table 4.10: Number of households owning fields presently  
Area 
  
Type O Type I Type V 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
fields now 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
fields 
now 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
fields now 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
fields 
now 
Number of 
HHs 
owning 
fields now 
Share of 
HHs 
owning 
fields 
now 
Bergplaas 2 100% 5 42% 7 64% 
Lloyd 5 71% 6 40% 3 100% 
Balfour 8 73% 5 63% 4 67% 
Qanda 13 81% 4 100% 5 100% 
All 28 78% 20 51% 19 76% 
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
56 
 
What is more difficult to explain, perhaps, is why at present Type I households are less likely 
to own fields than either Type O or Type V households. The z values for these two comparisons 
are 2.43 and 1.99 respectively, both of which allow for a rejection of the null hypothesis of no 
difference at the 5% significance level. It seems to reflect the intensity with which Type I 
households were impoverished through their forced relocation, but it is still not clear why.  
 
4.5.2 Impact on households originating  
Employment 
In the case of the previous farm and domestic workers, when the farmers/owners left most of 
the workers lost their jobs; the few employees who managed to keep their jobs were mainly 
women who were working as housekeepers and babysitters for the farmers who left with their 
employers to their new homes. All those who remained behind were left jobless, so they looked 
for employment in town or in the big cities to work as garden boys or at the mines; but it was 
a difficult process because they had to have permits known as Dom Passes (see Figure 4.9 
below) to move and work in the city. For those who remained behind they say they worked on 
the projects (such as Katyi, building of dams, making of roads and putting fences around 
grazing areas) that were established after the farmers left by the Ciskeian government, or 
worked for other black people around the areas such as Fort Beaufort as domestic workers, 
garden boys or worked in their farms, and yet those same black employers treated them the 
same way as their previous white employers. There was 7 employees, 3 remained behind and 
made a living by practice farming, like Mrs. E and her family. Sebe (the Ciskeian government) 
also created huge gardens for people and they had cattle and sheep and these gardens were 
called ‘Zenzele’- do it yourself, each and every community had its own ‘Zenzele’, claimed the 
respondents. For old people Sebe used to have some gatherings at Ntaba Kandoda, and there 
he used to slaughter some sheep and cattle and have some handouts for old people. 
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Figure 4.8: One of the female respondents who used to work as a babysitter with the baby of her employers 
 
Figure 4.9: An example of a work permit  
 
Assets  
Most of the farm workers had little or no assets. If they owned any livestock it had to be less 
than 10 because the white farmers were against them having any stock or owning land. But 
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when the farmers left that’s when they started to get their own land to farm and started to own 
larger numbers of livestock. For the fortunate ones their farmers/employers left them with some 
of their belongings, some were left with cattle, tools for farming and they moved in their 
employer’s houses with the furniture still intact. For others they had to start afresh. 
Figure 4.10: The old farmhouse at Balfour, now home to the sister of one of the farm workers of the previous 
farmer  
Services 
Back then it was difficult for the black people to access services such as schools, clinics, water, 
markets and proper roads. It was only the white farmers, who had access to them, because back 
then black people were not allowed to go to school as they had to work in the fields, and they 
claimed back then they hardly got sick. They only used their produce for home consumption, 
they didn’t sell because they were not allowed, except for the people at Qanda, who would sell 
their produce or have it milled at the trading station operated by Mr. F’s family. For the rest of 
the other communities they say they were able to have access to services when the Ciskeian 
government was ruling, because he made some developments such as schools, clinics, and they 
had access to markets. In Lloyd the people say the Umbrella Board helped them to acquire 
some services like the school and the community hall they now have in the area. The 
respondents also said the Ciskeian government helped when it comes to the water taps and they 
used to hire tractors as well for a very small fee to practice farming.  
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Figure 4.11: Some of the developments due to the Umbrella board at Lloyd (the hall and the primary school 
on the right) 
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4.5.3 Impact on households who moved voluntarily and involuntarily in the areas 
Employment 
To those who moved involuntarily at these communities, most of them of them lost their jobs 
and had to look for work in the cities and leave their family members behind, but others 
continued to work in their old jobs and had to travel to and from work or had to rent or find 
another place close to work. They lost their jobs and when they settled to the new area they 
never got employed they either live through pension, child support or remittance, some of them 
moved to the big cities like Johannesburg or Cape Town to get employment there. Among 
those who moved voluntarily, either they had already started receiving pensions and wanted to 
settle in rural areas, or they wanted to get land to practice farming as a means of survival 
because it was tough where they originally came from or they were working nearby. 
Assets 
In all the areas, households that moved involuntarily lost a great deal of their assets: they lost 
their homes, land and livestock because they were loaded onto trucks at once and had to go, 
and they were not given a chance to take all their belongings. They had to sell their livestock 
at a loss (see Table 5 below) because they had no land where they were moved and the few that 
they were able to bring along with them got stolen in the area or they couldn’t adapt to the new 
environment and some of their assets were lost through theft along the way as they were 
moving. To those that moved voluntarily they were able to move their livestock to the area, but 
some lost all their livestock through theft or a conflict with the other villagers claiming that 
his/her livestock belonged to them due to a mix up on the field.  
 
Table 4.11: Number of people who originated, moved voluntarily/involuntary and who lost their 
livestock at Bergplaas, Lloyd, Balfour and Qanda 
Area  Number of people who 
involuntarily moved 
Number of people who 
voluntarily moved 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
Bergplaas 
Number of HHs who moved 12 48% 11 44% 
Number who lost livestock 9 36% 7 28% 
Lloyd 
Number of HHs who moved 15 60% 3 12% 
Number who lost livestock 13 52% 0 0% 
Balfour 
Number of HHs who moved 8 32% 6 24% 
Number who lost livestock 6 24% 3 12% 
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Qanda 
Number of HHs who moved 4 16% 5 20% 
Number who lost livestock 0 0% 2 8% 
All 
Number of HHs who moved 39  25  
Number who lost livestock 28  12  
Source: Field survey data, 2016-2017 
 
Services  
In the communities of Lloyd, Bergplaas and Balfour the respondents that moved involuntary 
say that when they moved to the areas it was barren, they had no access to any services they 
had to travel to town if they wanted access to health care services or schools, one responded 
from Lloyd mentioned that they had to travel a distance of about 20 km to fetch their kids from 
school because it was not safe. The people from Balfour say they were built mud houses by the 
Ciskeian government when they moved to the area (see Figure 4.12 below). The services were 
introduced afterwards when they moved to the area. The ones who moved voluntarily did not 
complain because when they moved there were some improvements already in the 
communities like schools around the areas and they say these areas are quite close to town 
unlike the places where they used to stay.  
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Figure 4.12: Balfour, Eastern Cape  
       Figure 4.13: An example of title deed  
 
4.6 Chapter summary 
This chapter carried out the socio-economic results. The results indicated an overwhelming 
majority of females acting as the household heads, because they are either single, widowed or 
their husbands work elsewhere. Male participants, on the other hand, were only 7 for Lloyd 
and Bergplaas, 8 for Balfour and only 4 at Qanda because the males preferred their wives to 
speak on their behalf since the wives could recall most events that happened years ago and 
were much younger than them, and other males were not around since they work during the 
day elsewhere or on their fields. When it comes to the level of education the lowest percentage 
is for those which have tertiary education. The category with the highest percentage is for 
people with primary education on all other 3 communities, but as for Qanda the highest was 
for secondary education, because most people here they were not living under the farmer and 
few were even working for him so they were able to go to school but had to drop out due to the 
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lack of finances for them to further their education. When it comes to marital statuses many 
household heads were married. And as for the sources of income most of the households 
received income in the form old age pension as their main source of income because the 
majority of the interviewees were above the age of 60 and the research was targeting such 
respondents. 
This chapter also focuses on what happened in each respective area, namely: Bergplaas, Lloyd, 
Balfour and Qanda. The results were quite similar for the communities of Bergplaas, Lloyd 
and Balfour, the white farmers invaded the areas and started farming then used the people who 
originated in the areas as labourers after repossessing their land and livestock. As for Qanda 
the situation was quite different, the white farmer/trader bought the land and the shop from the 
government and was trading and farming in the area and also bought stock and produce from 
the different households that resided in the area. The white farmer/trader at Qanda was doing 
his business in the area and lived in harmony with the people, some worked for him but he 
never took their land nor livestock unlike in the other areas where the research was conducted.  
Also this chapter looks at the changes in farming over the past 30-40 years. Even on this section 
there is a similar trend, Qanda is quite different from the other sites when it comes to the level 
of farming because the households were not restricted to practice farming and they had no 
limitations on the number of livestock to own like the other communities. This section looked 
at the level and methods of farming before and during the apartheid are, during the time when 
the Ciskeian government was still in power and after 1994- to date. Before 1994 the level of 
farming as respondents mention it, they claim it was quite high and they highlight the fact that 
times were quite different back then as they depended solely on farming and education was not 
a trend due to finances and the availability of schools in their areas. Now the level of farming 
in all these areas is very low, the land is left idle, the research also observed fallow land during 
field survey. The respondents claim that the reason being is because the youth shuns 
agriculture, the old people who used to farm in the areas have passed on and there’s poor 
support from the government as well for those who are interested in farming.  
The last section of this chapter looks at the economic impacts of homeland consolidation on 
the households. People lost most of their assets, for those who were moved most of them lost 
all their livestock because they had to sell it at a loss during their move. People lost their jobs 
and a place they called home. But for those who used to work for the farmers did gain assets 
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like livestock, tractors, other farming tools and houses when the farmers left as depicted by the 
conceptual framework in Figure 3.6. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter summarizes the main findings of the study and concludes on the basis of the 
findings derived from the observed results. This chapter also generates the recommendations 
on the basis of the results. This chapter will start by summarizing chapter two which is the 
literature review with respect to the forced removals that to took place in South Africa during 
the Apartheid era, homeland consolidation included. Chapter three summarizes the 
methodologies used to collect the data and the procedures. And chapter 4 which includes the 
main findings and results of the study. 
5.2 Literature review 
Forced removals in South Africa were the process whereby people were driven from their 
homes, loaded onto trucks and transported to relocation sites. (Platzky and Walker, 1985). 
Forced removals were carried out by the white government underpinned by a series of laws 
which entrenched racial segregation and inequality. Millions of black people were forced to 
leave their ancestral land and white cities to live in barren and overcrowded places.  
Land dispossession was a key feature of racism under colonial rule and Apartheid in South 
Africa. More than 3.5 million people were forcibly removed in the period 1960 to 1983 alone, 
through homeland consolidation, removals from ‘black spots’ and the Group Areas Act. One 
result of massive dispossession is the concentration of poverty in South Africa’s rural areas, 
where about 70% of the population lives below the poverty line (Hall et al., 2003). 
The loss of productive land and loss of stock because people were forced to sell their livestock 
at a loss, since they had no land where they were moved (Abel, 2015). People were stripped of 
their livelihoods, in addition to losing a place that they called home and the loss of employment. 
The economic impact has been under-researched.  
This has led the democratic government to take some precautionary measures to give justice to 
those who were wrongly evicted and dispossessed from their homes and land, and to also 
ensure them tenure security through the policy of land reform, through the formulation of 
cooperatives and through loans and credit facilities. 
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5.3 Methodology 
 
The research took place at four sites in Ciskei’s Victoria East, namely, the communities of 
Bergplaas, ‘Lloyd’ (named after the farmer who previously farmed there), Balfour, and Qanda. 
Sample and sampling procedure was explained in detail.  Semi-structured questionnaires were 
used as the research tools to collect data from the households. Questionnaires were made simple 
and local concepts were used to avoid confusion. Questionnaires were written in English but 
during the interviewing process, questions were raised in the respondent’s local language, i.e. 
isiXhosa or English. 
 
The household questionnaires (in appendix 1) consisted of five parts. The first part was of 
socio-economic profile such as the age of the household head, farming experience, etc. The 
second part covered the situation of the households prior to relocation and farmer exit such as 
the year they settled in the area or whether they had any relatives working for the previous 
farmers, and the circumstances of the relocation process. The third part covered the process of 
transition and then the fourth part consisted of two sections, part four A: the situation of the 
households shortly after the farmer left and part four B: the situation of the households shortly 
after relocating to the area. And the last part, part five: was to get an understanding of how 
agriculture has changed over past 30-40 years. There were also interview schedules for the life 
history and key informant interviews, and these can be found in appendix 2 and 3. 
5.4 Results 
 
This section had data on the demographic and socio-economic profile of the households 
interviewed, containing data which included gander distribution, number of people originating 
or who moved in the areas voluntarily or involuntarily, level of education, marital status and 
sources of income. Having such information assisted in getting an understanding of the process 
of homeland consolidation and a better understanding of the changes in farming over the past 
30-40 years.  
This section further explained the process of homeland consolidation by explaining what 
happened in each of the 4 sites in the Victoria East. Most of the people who now reside in these 
areas are the people who moved in involuntarily, they were either dumped in these areas when 
the colonial government was still in power to resolve the ‘black spots’ and also to create racial 
segregation, and with most of the females respondents they were forced into marriage and 
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ended up in these areas. This section also contains information on the changes in farming over 
the past 30-40 years, by looking at the changes in farming before and during the apartheid era, 
during the time when the Ciskeian government was in power and after 1994 till now, the main 
findings in this section was that before the apartheid era black people were farming and they 
were good in it using their indigenous knowledge and traditional farming practices. Then when 
the whites moved in these areas, they tricked the black people and took all their livestock, and 
the blacks were forced to live the whites and work for them as well. The black people were 
doing most of the manual labour, the man worked on the farm doing everything from soil 
preparation to harvesting and packaging the produce, the females were included during 
harvesting and also worked as housekeepers and babysitters.  
When the whites were moved in these areas due to the process of homeland consolidation, most 
of the farm workers lost their jobs and had to look for employment elsewhere, the people who 
remained behind worked the Ciskei development projects, others worked for other black people 
and the rest practiced farming. When the Ciskei was incorporated into South Africa in 1994 
things took a down side and people vandalized all the developments that were made by the 
Ciskeian government in hope that the new government will provide everything for them. Till 
now they are still waiting for the better and wishing things could be the same like when Sebe’s 
government was still in power. This chapter also looked at the broader perspective of what 
actually happened in these four sites from the life history interviews as they were quite intense 
and more into depth about what actually happened. 
5.5 Conclusion and recommendations 
Land dispossession was a key feature of racism under colonial rule and Apartheid in South 
Africa. People were subjected to racial or ethnic discrimination and cultural bias because of 
their identity as a member of a group without any regard to their individual qualities, and whose 
ability to afford basic needs. One result of the massive removals is the concentration of poverty 
in South Africa’s rural areas. 
Forced removals in South Africa were carried out by the white government, especially in the 
late 1950s and 1960s, with the support of the white churches (particularly white Afrikaans 
churches) underpinned by a series of laws which entrenched racial segregation and inequality 
and which led to millions of black peoples being forced to leave their ancestral land and white 
cities. The policy of forced removals led to a mass exodus of many black people going to settle 
in the neighbouring countries either to join the arms struggle or further their studies abroad. 
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Those who remained in the country were forced to resist the policy either through violent 
protest or peaceful resistance by moving to the townships or to the Bantustans. 
All the communities of Bergplaas, Lloyd, Balfour and Qanda were part of the process of 
homeland consolidation where these originally white owned farms were bought out by the 
government and  consolidated and incorporated into a Bantustan (in this case the former 
Ciskei). The process of homeland consolidation was done in a non-coordinated manner without 
particular attention to the land’s continued use in agriculture in all these areas. People were 
moved involuntary from their homes and ancestral land to settle in these areas losing their 
homes, land and assets. And the others moved voluntary with the intensions of getting land for 
housing, business and for farming.  This all led to the changes in farming in farming over the 
years, as people’s situations were also changing over the years due to these processes. 
 Some remedial measures are taken by the government to give justice to those who were 
wrongly evicted from their homes and involuntary moved in these areas, and this could be 
through the policy of land reform which was implemented after 1994, in the case of the areas 
of Lloyd, Bergplaas, Balfour and Qanda it can be done through compensation. To improve the 
situation in these areas the government can provide support in farming because most of the 
people in these areas are practicing small scale agriculture to reduce poverty and to contribute 
to economic growth; government support can increase the creation of a system of land 
management which will support sustainable land use patterns and development in these areas. 
It would be best to bridge the current production practices/ methods with the ones from 40-30 
years back, because they believe that would improve the current state. They also believe if the 
government can invest and support old people now while they are still alive and then involve 
the youth later in the plan when everything is working out, because they say all that the youth 
wants is fast money, they want to be paid now. The government can also fence their fields, and 
take lessons from Sebe. 
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APPENDIX 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The economic impact of homeland consolidation on households in the former 
Ciskei: the case of Victoria East 
 
PART ONE: SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE 
 
1. Respondent full name: 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
2. Gender of the respondent: 
Male  Female  
 
3. Age of the respondent: 
 
 
4. Marital status of the respondent: 
Single  Married  Divorced  Widowed  
 
5. Highest educational qualification of the respondent: 
No formal 
education 
 Primary  Secondary  Tertiary  
 
6. Number of people in the household: 
 
 
7. Main sources of income of the household: 
Salary Farming Pension Child grants Remittance 
A. B. C. D. E. 
74 
 
 
PART TWO: SITUATION OF THE HH PRIOR TO RELOCATION/FARMER EXIT 
1. Where was your family originally from? 
......................................................................................................................................................  
2. How long has your family lived in this area?  
3. What were you/your family members doing before relocation?  
Working for the farmer Working else where Other  
   
 
3.1 Who were the members of your households at the time?  
 
4. What services did you have access to before relocation/farmer exit? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………….... 
5. Did you have access to land?  
 
 
5.1 If (yes), what did you use the land for? 
Residence 
only 
Farming only  Both 
A. B. C. 
 
5.2 If for farming or for both, then how self-sufficient were you? 
6. Did you own any livestock? 
 
 
6.1 If (yes), roughly how many livestock did you have? 
Cattle: …........ 
Sheep: ……… 
Goats: …….... 
Horses: ……. 
Other (specify): … 
 
Yes  No  
Yes  No  
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PART THREE: PROCESS OF TRANSITION  
 
1. Describe how you ended up in the area? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
2. Was it voluntary/Involuntary? 
 
 
2.1 If (no), who were the people responsible for the relocation process? 
 
2.2 If (yes), what was your motive for coming in this area? 
To seek for employment To get land Other  
   
  
3. What challenges did you face when you relocated here? ………………………………….... 
4. Describe what happened when you relocated to the area? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
4.1 Who were the members of your households at this time? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
5. Did the relocation process impact you in accessing services? 
 
 
5.1 If yes, in what way did it impact you in accessing services? 
......................................................................................................................................................  
Yes  No  
Traditional 
authority 
Extension 
officers 
Apartheid 
government  
Local 
government  
Other  
A. B. C. D. E. 
Yes  No  
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PART FOUR-A: THE SITUATION OF THE HH SHORTLY AFTER THE FARMER 
LEFT 
  
1. Can you recall the year when the farm owner left? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
2. Please describe what happened then 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
3. Describe how you/your family were affected in terms of employment 
…………………………………………………………………………...……………………... 
4. Describe how you/your family were affected in terms of access to services 
………………………………………………………………………………...………………... 
5. Describe how family was affected you in terms of access to land for your own farming or 
gardening or livestock rearing………………………………………………………………….. 
6. In general, what were the consequences for your family’s welfare of the departure of the 
farmer? ........................................................................................................................................ 
 
7. Before the farmer left were you residing on the farm? 
Yes  No  
 
7.1 If (no), where were you residing?  
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
8. Did you struggle to access land after the farmer left? ………………………………………. 
Yes   No   
 
8.1 If (no), how did you manage to get land? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
8.2 If (yes), how did you end up getting the land and who assisted you to access the land? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
9. What type of agricultural activity was being practiced by the farmer? 
Livestock  Crop Vegetable  Other  
A. B. C. D. 
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10. What was your job on the farm?  
...................................................................................................................................................... 
11. What happened to all the workers after the relocation process and how many workers 
were on the farm? 
................................................................................................................................. 
12. Did you struggle to get employment after the farmer left? 
Yes   No   
 
12.1 If (yes), what challenges did you face? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
12.2 If (no), how were you able to cope? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
PART FOUR-B: THE SITUATION OF THE HH SHORTLY AFTER RELOCATING 
TO THE AREA 
 
1. Can you recall the year when you moved to the area? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
2. Please describe what happened then 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
3. Describe how you/your family were affected in terms of employment 
…………………………………………………………………………...……………………... 
4. Describe how family was affected you in terms of access to land for your own farming or 
gardening or livestock rearing………………………………………………………………….. 
5. In general, what were the consequences for your family’s welfare of the whole process of 
relocation?  
…………...................................................................................................................................... 
6. Did you struggle to access land after moving to the area?  
Yes   No   
 
6.1 If (no), how did you manage to get land? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
6.2 If (yes), how did you end up getting the land and who assisted you to access the land? 
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………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
7. Did you struggle to get employment after relocating to the area?  
Yes   No   
 
7.1 If (yes), what challenges did you face? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
7.2 If (no), how were you able to cope? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
8. Did you lose any livestock during the relocation process?  
Yes   No   
 
8.1 If (yes), how did you lose them and roughly how many did you lose? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
 
PART FIVE: UNDERSTANDING HOW AGRICULTURE HAS CHANGED OVER 
TIME IN THE AREA  
 
1. At what age were you allowed to engage in farming activities? 
...................................................................................................................................................... 
2. Was there a way in which you were groomed into farming? 
Yes   No   
 
2.1 If (yes), please elaborate how……………………………………………………………… 
3. What were you farming 30/40 years back? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
4. Please describe the farming methods you were using back then? 
5. What kind of farming challenges were you facing back then?  
6. Shortly after the farmer arrived what happened to the level of farming in the area? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
7. Did the farmer allow you to practice farming? 
Yes   No   
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7.1 If (yes), how/what were you allowed to farm? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..  
8. In terms of livestock ownership, was there a limit on the number of animals that one 
should own? 
9. Did you sell your produce? 
Yes   No   
 
9.1 If (yes), where/ how did you sell it? 
10. Did you experience problems with overgrazing and/or soil erosion back then? 
Yes   No   
 
10.1 If yes, how did you try to overcome overgrazing and soil erosion/degradation back then? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..  
11. Back then did you experience any harsh weather conditions, like drought? 
Yes   No   
 
11.1 If yes, how were you able to cope? 
12. When and why did you start to use tractors? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
13. When did things start to change in terms of farming? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
14. How did things change due to the Ciskeian government? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
15. How did things change due to democracy? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..  
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APPENDIX 2 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
LIFE HISTORY APPROACH 
Part 1: 
1. What was your place and date of birth? 
2. Respondent’s level of education: 
No formal 
education 
 Primary  Secondary  Tertiary  
   
      2.1 When/why did you leaving school? 
3. Marital status of the respondent: 
Single  Married  Divorced  Widowed  
        
      3.1 When and how did you get married? 
4. Where were you originally from? 
5. Did the name of the area change? 
 
5.1 I f (yes), what was the area called years ago?   
6. Do you have any children? 
 
 
6.1 When/where did you have your children? 
7. What was life like in the original/previous community?  
8. What do you remember about the move from your previous community?  
9. What impact did the move have on you and your family?  
10. How did the community react when it learned that the government intended to 
relocate it?  
11. How was it like re-locating to a new place? 
12. How did you experience the place to where you were moved?  
13. How did the move affect your quality of life?  
14. What happened to the land after the farmers were removed from the area?  
Yes  No  
Yes  No  
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15. How does the new community compare with the old one? 
16. Do you think your life would have been different if:  
The farmer never 
came here 
The farmer never 
left 
You never settled 
here  
 
A. B. C. 
  
     16.1 Then explain how you think your life would have been different. 
 
Part 2: 
1. Elaborate on how the level of farming was shortly after the farmer arrived in the area / 
in your previous area. 
2. Describe how the level of farming was when the white farmer took over the place. 
3. Describe how the level of agricultural activity was in the area when the farmer 
left/when you arrived in the area. 
4. How was the level of farming during Sebe’s era? 
5. How was the level farming during the period of democracy? 
6. When did the level of agricultural activity drop and what is the cause of the decline? 
7. Do think that people have lost their interest in agriculture? 
 
 
7.1 If (yes), why do you feel that way? 
7.2 If (no), why aren’t they practising farming living the land idle?  
7.3 What can be done to improve the situation? 
8. Do you feel like the climatic conditions have changed now as compared to how it was 
years ago? 
 
 
8.1 If (yes), how have they changed? 
8.2 What do you think is the cause of these drastic climatic changes? 
9. To prevent soil erosion/degradation, did have any management practices? 
 
 
Yes  No  
Yes  No  
Yes  No  
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9.1 If (yes), please explain the methods you used to prevent them. 
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APPENDIX 3 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Part 1 
1. What was your place and date of birth? 
2. Please tell me how and when your family ended up in Balfour/Qanda 
3. What was the area like at the time your family started living there? 
4. Please describe your family’s farming activities there? 
5. How many hectares did you farm? And roughly how many livestock did you 
have?  
6. Who was your market, and how did you go about the whole process of selling 
your produce and livestock? 
7. Roughly how many employees did you have? 
 How did you allocate their responsibilities?  
 How did you go about the process of recruiting?  
8. How did your family’s farming change over time? 
9. Did your family have any non-farming enterprises at Balfour/Qanda?  
10. If yes, please describe?  
11. How did these activities change over time? 
12. Who else lived in the area, and what kind of lives did they lead? 
13. Do you remember individuals who stood out in the community? Please describe. 
 
Part 2 
1. Please describe the circumstances of you leaving Balfour/Qanda.  
2. Were you assisted to find a new place to live/farm? Please describe…. 
3. What happened to your land and all your belongings (your livestock included) 
when you left Balfour/Qanda? 
4. What impact did the move have on you and your family? 
5. How did the community and you workers react when they learned that you were 
leaving? 
6. How were you able to cope with the move and what challenges did you face when 
you moved? 
7. What happed to your employees when you left? 
